CBRISTIAN CHURCH, THE PASTORAL-OFFICE; ANDTHE 
RIGHT OF PRIVATE BRETHREN TO DISPENSE 
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Thie Reader will keep in'view' tliat the chief principles which 
are o in the following miscellaneous Strictures ares 
That two'or three’ believers what the 
eee a they are competent todo every thing without Pastors 
which they can do with them. 


$a That there is no work or function peculiar to the pastoral 


"That the institution of Lord's is and 
to be confined either to” administra- 


tion of a Pastor, 


any other seuse as being members in of his 


aon, 
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STRICTURES, 
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Tur present day is dng skated by some, as a time 
of great improvement in religious knowledge. How | 
far this is really the case, I will not venture to de- 


termine but ‘should be happy to think that the 


observation is well founded. One thing is certain, 
— there is a great deal of speculation afloat re- 
. ting the. external order and social practices of 
the primitive churches; but how far the true spi- 
_ vit of Christianity keeps pace with it, is another 
- question. It should ever be kept in view, that the 
end of the commandment is love, out of a pure 
heart, and of a good conscience, and of faith un- 
feigned ; and that without this, the understanding 
-of all mysteries and all knowledge, is unprofitable. 
_ If we may judge of things by their effects, it does 
not as yet appear, that many of the supposed im~ 
_ provements of the day have any great tendency to 
produce Christian charity and unity 
among brethren. On the contrary, they have been | 
the occasion of multi plying parties and divjsions 
--among them. Yet, while i in this admit 
the appearance of ‘confusion, they consider it as 
Neg the ord way to. and harmony among the 
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disciples of Jesus,” flatter €s that a 
day is coming when they will be viewed as the 
witnesses of Christ, the salt cf the earth, which pYe- 
vented universal corruption, and preserved the pre- 
cious doctrine in whieh all the disciples of Jesus 
shall be united,” &c. | 
w of Dublin, the Messrs. 
danes of Edinburgh, have been remarkable for new 
‘dist¢overies. The former has found out, that the 
_ ordinance of baptism i is derived from a Jewish tra- 
dition, and tliat it belongs only to a man and his 
infants upon his conversion to Christianity from | 
Judaism or heathenism, but ought not afterwards - 
‘to be administered to any ofhisdescendants. And — 
he and the Messrs: Haldanes have discovered, 
that two or three believers, constitute a church of 
Christ, and possess a full power or right to ad- 
misister and observe all church ordinances previ- 
ous to their havimg office-bearers, and without them, 
and are bound to do so as their immediate duty. 
Mr. Walker does not scruple to assert, that “« They | 
know not the scriptural nature of a church, or of 
its elders, who conceive that the elders are to ‘euuble 
or authorise the church to do any thing which it. 
_- was not bound to do before it had any elders, — 
‘and without them :” And adds, But know that 
' where the sentiment against which I contend is 
held, there ‘can be no scriptural church.” That 
is, if a society of Christians. hold the sentiment, 
that elders are necessary to them in any respect, 
they cannot be a.scriptural church: and if we want | 
proof for this strange assertion, let us rest in this, 
that Mr. Walker knows they cannot ! - 
_ But.I have no inclination to.intermeddle in other 
mens’ matters ; nor should I have no- 
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tice of these things, were it not for the division 
and animosities which such sentiments are produ- 
“ among ourselves, and which are encouraged 


and promoted by the Messrs. Haldanes and their 
-coadjutors. About three years ago, Mr. Ewing of 
Glasgow published * An attempt t towards a State- 
ment of the Doctrihe of Scripture on some Dis- 
puted’ Points,” in which he presumed to disapprove 
of some of Mr. Haldane’s innovations, and among 
the rest, of his sentiment about observing the Lord's 
supper without elders. Since that time, a num- 
ber of antagonists have appeared in magazines, and 
other public:tions, against Mr. Ewing, who have 
fastened upon him with repeated attacks, as if they 


~_ eould never be satisfied till they had worried him | 


outright.* Among this number have appeared 

Messrs. Jackson, Ballantine, Carson, and Dr. Watt, 

who is one of the elders of our sister church at Glas. 
gow, and who, through the sides of Mr. Ewing, . 
has been striking at some of the principles whieh. : 
were universally held by the Baptists im Scotland 
when he joined them. By disseminating his‘prin- . 
ciples among the brethren, and receiving into the 
church a. number of those who were of his own 
sentiments, he has obtained the ascendency of a 
shih partyin the church at Glasgow, while. 
his colleagues have been too inattentive, or too 

timid to oppose. the growing progress of these-prin- 


+ Though I differ fom Mr. Ewing as to several things con. 
tained in that publication, ‘yet I could not help being disgusted , 
at the manner and number of their answers. Mr. Haldane had 
a right to Anwser for himself; but the group of his keen retainers 
from different quarters, have manifested a very litigious spirit. 


Mr. Ewing, in his section on the duties of office-bearers ina — 


church, p. 130-143. will stand his ground against the whole 
posse of his antagonists, because the Word of God clearly sup- | 
ports him. And what he says in another section, p. 157—1685 re 
deserves serious consideration. | 9 fi 
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fiumerous a party, both at Glasgow and 


|) which he-once made, as to the nature, fe 


ed to vindidate Mr..Walker and Mr. Ballantine in 


he fiasy ine reply to Mr. Braidwood of Edinbur 
openly impugned the principles of the rofession. 
fe llowship, 
wad order of @ church of Christ, and’ has attempt- 


the most obnoxiotis of their sentiments. In all 
thie he is sitpported and entouraged by Mr. R. 
Haldane, with whom he*hath joined counsels; 
and who; it is said, has taken a good number of | 
| hi to disperse gratis.. Another brother, 
in iwo letters to Mr. Braidwood, has also of late 
declared himself: of these sentiments, and argued-— 
for them, of which some notice shall be tekenin ~< | 
the following pages, - 
“They inform us now, that they have, been long 
present sentiments: But.if they were esta~ 
 biished im these: sentiments when they joined us, 
belongs to them to reconcile their conduct 
with’ uprightness and: sincerity. ‘They. well knew oe 
Our principles, both with regard to the doctrine. 
alld precepts of the gospel, and also'with respect fo 
our sdcial religious andehurchorder; for _ J 
these were then published to the svorld; and they 


elso, knew that had they then professed ‘and avOWs 


ed their present sentunents, they. tvould not have — 


7 heencadmitted into connection with us.. Andnow 


‘that they have got in amongst us, Dr.. Watt urges | 
to: bear with: him ‘and his party on account of 


numbers but we never considered numbers — 


& test of principles, but frequently of the 


site: He alsonurges forbearance, because *mul- 
of dear brethren Wish to unite with us, but 
‘cannot submit to the commandments of men which — 
‘vest only 6n jstrained figures, and texts misap-. 
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‘just charge: But ‘while these multitudes .of. dear 
‘brethren. view our sentiments in that light, -with 


what consistency can they wish to unite with us? 


_And while we, on the other hand, firmly believe 


that our principles are founded on the doctrine and 


_ precepts of our Lord and his inspired apostles, how 


would it consist with the fear of God that we should 
relinquish any of these principles for the sake of 


Wnion with them ? From Dr. Watt’s reply to Mr. 
Br aidwood, we may see that we haye little forbear- 


ance to expect from him, unless gross misrepresent- 
ation and contemptuous treatment be considered 
as forbearance. And from.his printed letter which - 
he hath | since sent to be disseminated among the | 


members of the church at Edinburgh, we-see the __ 
yature of his forbearance. It is allowed to be such. 


forbearance as consists with our giving over visit-_ 


ing some of the secieties in our. connection ; or, if . | 


we visit them, ‘consists with our withdrawing, 


stead of sitting down with them.at the Lord’s table ! 


Such forbearance. is as opposite to. that which the: 
scripture inculcates, (Eph. iv. 2.) as darkness is to: 


light ; and it will. soon manifest itself by its effects- 
obstructing real brotherly love, and estrangingthe. 
ghurches from each other, as it has done in part 
ready; and this indeed seemstobepartofthescheme.. ... 
Wouldit not be farmore honestand consistent, fairly.» 
and openly to separate and part in peace, than to give: 


place to such unscriptural forbearance, which can 
serve no other end than to keep up a hypocritical 


os pai of unity which does not in reality. exist ? 
‘We have received some into the church at Edin-._ 


burgh who were doubtful as to.the. principle ‘of. 
“@bserving the Lord’s Supper without. elders, and. 


we bore with them in Joye; and should any of. 


these. come. to.be fixed in that sentiment, they haye: 
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it still in their power to act as honest conscientious 


_ persons by declaring themselves, and withdrawing 
from the connection; for we never. professed to | 


bear with any who av owed themselves to be esta- 
blished in that opinion, if they should raise disputes. 
about it, practise it even occasionally, or endeavour 


to propagate it dmong the members. 


But the sentiment, that achurch may and ought 


_ to observe the Lor d's Supper without elders is but 
-asmall part of the present difference, as will appear 


by taking a view of the avowed principles which 
are connected with that sentiment, and have been 
brought forward in support of it. he 

I. The first principle that I shall mention is 


: this, viz. ** ‘That the execution of the commission 
given by Christ to“his apostles to teach and bap- 
- tige, is not confined to any official description of 
‘yen who are particularly fitted for and appointed to 
that -work but is competent also to’ private bre- 
thren according as the circumstances of mere con- 


veniency may “happen to dictate for the time.” 


‘Though I have stated this sentiment in my own 
words, yet they cannot disclaim it, becatse it is/a. 


well known fact that they have acted upon it. A: 


_mumber of years ago, a society at Paisley, who 


had separated from the Secession, and turned Bap- 


if this can be justified i in any case, it can be only 


im, a case of absolute necessity, such as was the: 


ease with David and those that were with him, in 


_ tists, proceeded upon this principle, and baptized © 
“one another, and that without any necessity. Mr, 
-Wailker’s pupils, at Dublin; when they embraced. 

baptism, followed the same plan ; and a number of 

‘Mr. Haldane’s connections have adopted the same — 

sentiment, and. acted upon it. Indeed it is their 
avowed sentiment, as we shall see immediately. _ 


the shew-bread, ‘Mat. xii. 3, 4. which few in: 
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Britain can But we are respinded by one 

| ef our brethren, that ** It is written, He that 

; ‘ _ lieweth, and is baptized, shall be saved ;” and he asks, 

| — Bee hat would you think of the modesty, and, I 

. may add, the Christianity of that man who should 

: BB add, sf baptized by an ordained minister? Yet we 

know, that some Zealots have thus limited the 

vine promise, in opposition to its legitimate mean- 
ing and design, and to the plain and most explicit. 
evidence, that private’brethren, during the age of 

_ the apostles, both preached the gospel and baptized - 

the disciples.” ‘To this I answer, ‘That we: think 

it ocak be equally needless to add, tf baptized by an 
ordained minister, \as/ it would be unscriptural to. 
add, if baptized by a private brother. But as to 
sg those zealots who Limit the promise of salvation to 
_ the baptism of an ordained minister, we know not. 
how this comes to be mentioned on the present 
occasion, unless it be to insinuate that we hold 
_ that principle, or something a-kin to it. -It has 
ever been our declared sentiment, that many will — 
_ be saved who have never been baptized at~all‘ac- 
cording to scripture rule, either by private persons 
er ordained ministers; and we have also. received 
some who have been baptized by private persons 
without rebaptizing them. Not-that we approved 
of that irregularity, or of the principles and cha- - 
racter of the persons who presumed’ to baptize. 
. them; but because we did not view it ‘as affecting 
their salvation, and because we have no scripture _ 
| _ precedent for repeating baptism.. 
But to return to the principle under considera... 
_ |. . tion, which does not respect the promise of salva- 
| ‘tion at) all, but the authority or right which men_ 
~~~—shave to ‘preach the gospel and baptize. It is as-. 
- gerted above, that there is “ the plainest and 
most that brethren, du-- 
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ring the age of the ‘poh the 
gospel and: baptized the disciples.” “By private bre- 
thren, I understand those wno have no particular @ 
call nor distinguished | qualifications for public 
teachers. But it is certain, that the commission 
to teach and-baptize, (recorded in Mat. xxviii. 19, 
' 20, and Mark xvi. 15, 16.) and which is the autho- 
rity for preaching and baptizing to the end of the 
world, was ‘not delivered by Christ to private bre- | 
thren, but to those whom he appointed as public. | 
teachers ; and the work he assigned them sufficient- J 
ly demonstrates this. The first order of these §@ 
teachers were his apostles,—men whom he had 
called, chosen, and, in an extraordinary degree, qua- 
jified for that important work, by infallible inspi-— 
ration, and other miraculous powers and superna- — 
tural gifts of the Spirit, both for the purpose of 
giving forth the New ‘Testament revelation, and 
= the truth of it, Heb. ii. 4. These su- 
gifts were distributed in various kinds 
us degrees among many others besides the apos- 
_ thes; to some one kind of gift, to others another, 
Cor. xii. 412. “By some were qualified 
for being prophets, some eyangelists, some pas- 
tors, some teachers, &c. ver. Eph.iv.11. 
the nature of the gift'pointing out the work assign. 
ed them, as well as their call to the exercise of oo 
. Rom.xii. All who possessed and exercised 
these extraordinary gifts were not what are called — 


private brethren, but were fitted for and engaged 


‘public official services, either’ i in the churches or _ ae 
Pitching the gospelatiarge. 
When revelation was completed, as we hese 3 it 
now in- the ‘inspired writings. of the New Testa- 
ment, these extraordinary gifts ceased, (as was.’ 
1 Cor.. xiii. i. nccomplished. theta: 
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baptizing the disciples. was not. to cease -withi the 


miraculous gifts, but to continue to the end of the _ 


world,..as is clear from ‘Christ's promise, Mat. 
xxviii. 20,... Now, upon whom. did this work de- 
volve?. Upon private brethren? By no means: 
For,.during the days of the-apostles, and by their 
directions, ordinary, ‘standing office-bearers were 
appoinied for carrying on this.work, Acts xiv. 23. 


‘Tite, 5.. And Paul thus exhorts Timothy, he.. 


_ things which thou hast.heard of me, the same com- 
“mit thou to faithful men, who shell pe “ to 
teach others also,” 2. Tim,ii.,2.: | 

These are distinguished . from: hrethiren 
by certain characters and qualifications, by. the 


_ special: work assigned them, and by their official 


designations... The characters and. qualifications — 
by which they are to be chosen, are deseribed 
1 Tim. iii. and Tit. ip 5—10. And though. some 
of the first of them might be. possessed. of .extraor. 
gilts, yet none of these are mentioned among: 
their-essential qualifieations.. The work assigned — 


‘them is peculiar, .viz..to oversee, rule, and 


in the» word and. doetrine, and thusto feed the: 


church of God, 1 17.) Actsxx. 28: Pets 
v.1—5d. They. are also.distinguished by their offi- 
= cial designations, such as elders, pastors, teachers, | 


bishops, and the. only other ordinary standing 
pe is that of deacons, Acts xx: Eph. iv. 


Phil. i.1. Tim, iii: 2—8, These things, duly con. 


sidered, it will require very plain and. explicit: 


dence: indeed to preve, that private brethren, during | 


the age of the apostles, either publicly preached the — 
- gospel, or baptized the. disciples, or that they were — 
appointed to do so in alter ages. .: We may, how- - 
ever, take notice of 1a few are 
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We read, that “there was a great persecution 
against the chureh which was at Jerusalem; and 
they were avu scattered abroad throughout the re- 
gions of Judea and Samaria, except the apostles. 
"Therefore, they that were scattered: abroad, went 
every wliere preaching the gospel,” Acts viii. 1—4. 
Some from these words imagine, that every indivi-_ 
dual of the church at Jerusalem, except the apos- 
tles, were scattered abroad, and that the whole of 
them went every where publiely proclaiming the gos- — 
pel; and hence they conelude, that private brethren 
must have been among those who were thus en- 
gaged. “This, indeed, at first sight, appears plau- | 
sible, and I make no doubt that many private 
members, both men and women, fled from Jerusa- 
lem on that occasion: But it.must he noticed, 

1. That the word art must frequently be taken 
in a restricted sense,: Thus it is said, ** There | 
went out to him (i.e. John the Baptist, ) ALL the — 
land of Judea, and they of Jerusalem, and were avi 
baptized of him in’ the river Jordan, confessing 
their sins,” Mark i.5. Yet we are told, “ that 
Jesus made and. (by his ori St baptized more 
__diseiples than John,” Johniv. 1,2 And it is said, 
that alt men came to him,” ii, 26; “We 
also know, that a great number rejected the baptism 
of both, Luke vii. 29,30. In this limited sense, 
the word ail is very frequently used, see Luke iii. 

Mat. iii. 5. John xii. 32. Acts ii. 17, &e.° 
>» 2. We know that all the individuals of the church 
at Jerusalem, except the apostles, were not scat-_ 
tered abroad; for there were a number both of men 
and women belonging to that church whom Saul 
dragged from their houses and committed té prison, | 
Acts viii. 3. though it is likely that the public meet-_ 
- ings of the church were at that time discontinued. 
* . Before this persecution was ended, we find that, be- 
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- they weré furnished with t 
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sides the Apostlés, there were a number of disciples 
at Jerusalem to whom Saul essayed to join himself, 
but they were afraid of him until he was introduced. 

to them by Barnabas ; and when the Jews went 
about to slay him, some of these brethren brought 
him down to Cesarea, and sent him forth to Par- 
sus, see Acts ix. 26—31. Thus we have explicit 
evidence that the whole church at Jerusalem were 
not scattered abroad. And had it not been for the 
comfort and encouragement of the church there 

- during that persecution, it will be hard to account 
for the apostles continuing there ;- especially too 
as public teachers were the most exposed. 

, 3. When it is said that “ they who were scat- 
tered abroad went every where preaching the 
word,” Acts viil. 4. we have reason to believe that 
all those who did so were public teachers; that 

extraordinary gifts: 
of the Spirit, which-were so copiously bestowed — 
on the church at Jerusalem from whence the word 
_of God was to go forth to all nations; and that 
these gifts both pointed out the work to which they | 
were designed, and sufficiently qualified them for it. - 

The history of the progress of these public 
preachers is resumed, chap. xi. 19—21. where we. 

are told, that‘ they travelled as far as Phenice, 
and Cyprus, andAntioch; preaching (or speaking) 

the word to none but unto the Jews only :” That . 
some. of them were men .of Cyprus and Cyrene, 
who, when they were come to Antioch, spake un- - 
to the Grecians, preaching the Lord Jesus; And 

the hand of the Lord was with them,” not only in 
- giving effect to their doctrine, but confirming it by 
miracles, and a great number believed, an  turn- 
ed unto the Lord.” 
Thus we see, that they. were men eminently 
gifted and for their work, and 


L— 


| 
: 
> 
+ 
, 
4 
t 
i 
j 
| 
q 
* 


“ 
- 


12 


‘ably countenanced of the Lord, in laying the foun- 


dation of the first of the Gentile churches. Any of 


them who are particularly mentioned were evident- 


ly public teachers. ‘The first we read of was Pin- 
lip, the evangelist and deacon, chap. viii. 5.; and 
as others of them were the means of converting a 
great number at Antioch, it is likely that they were 
among the teachers mentioned in the church there, 


chap. xiii. 1. There is, therefore, no explicit evi- 
_ dence that they were private brethren, but very 
much evidence that they were qualified and ap- 


pointed to the work in which they were engaged. 
It is also affirmed, that, during the age of the 


apostles, private brethren. baptized the disciples. 
If they did, then they were not acting according 
: Ye the commission, which was not giver to men 


as private brethren, but to men appointed and 
qualified as public teachers; and which connects 


- the administration of baptism with the preaching 


of the gospel. It is alleged that the six brethren 
who accompanied Peter to Cesarea were private 
brethren, and that Peter commanded them to bap- 
tize Cornelius and his kinsmen, Acts x. 48. Here 
are two things affirmed without any explicit proof. 


- ‘There is no evidence that those six brethren were’ 


private persons. Their being termed brethren does 


not prove this, else it will equally prove that apos- 
_. tles, evangelists, and other public teachers, were | 


private persons, for they are also termed brethren, — 


see Mat. xx. 24: Acts xv. 22. Phil. i. 14.° 2Cor. 


viii. 23. chap. ix. 3, 5. Again, it is not said that — 
Peter commanded these six brethren to baptize the 


converts, but that he commanded the converts them-_ 


selves to be baptized, which does not determine who 


baptized them, whether Peter himself or those _ 
_ brethren ; for Ananias commanded Saul to be bap- 
tized, though he himself baptized him, Acts xxii. 
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16... that there is no proof that these 
persons were private brethren, or, supposing they 
were, that they baptized Cornelius and his kins- | 
men. 
Some imagine that was not a public 
teacher, and yet he baptized Saul, Acts ix. 17, 18. 
It is amazing to observe how persons will strain 
matters in order to support a favourite hypothesis, 
This conjecture is ee founded upon his being 
called a disciple, ver. 10.. yet both the apostles and 
the seventy are throughout the gospels termed 
disciples. Though Ananias should have had no 
particular commission before, he got en immediate 
divine commission then, which sufficiently autho- 
rized ‘him to do what he did, see ver. 10, 11, 15. — 
And it must farther be observed, that he had both — 


miraculous gift of Saw’s sight, and 


the power of conferring the Holy Ghost upon him, 
ver. 17. powers which were conferred —_ on the : 
most eminent public teachers. 
_ To show that any private brother: may preach 
the gospel and baptize, some have instanced in 
Philip, who was one of the seven deacons, and who 
reached to and baptized the Samaritans: and the 
thiopian eunuch, Acts viii. 12> But it should be | 
noticed, that Philip was not only a deacon but an — 
evangelist, chap. xxi. S. that he confirmed his — 
_ doctrine at Samaria by miracles, chap. viii. 6, 7. 
and that-he had an immediate call, to preach the 
spel; to the eunuch and baptize him, ver. 29. 
the whole, therefore, I am fully warranted 
to conclude, that there is no explicit evidence, nor 
__ indeed any evidence at all, that private brethren _ 
 gither publicly preached the. gospel or baptized, ~ 
during the a age of the’ apostles; nor is there the 
least intimation that this werk was to corer up- 
on such: in ages. 
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Ti. Another radical principle of their scheme is, — 
& That a church is.the organ through which the 
power of dispensing ordinances is conveyed to el- — 
ders.” This principle is true in a certain sense ; 
but observe the argument they draw from it, viz. 
that. as no church can transfer powers which it 
does not possess in itself, so it must possess in: it-— 
self the power of dispensing ordinances, otherwise 
it could not transfer that power to elders. 
It will be necessary here to examine what 
ers a church possesses in tiself, and what powers ; 
it transfers to its elders ; for these are not in all re- 
spects the same. The powers which a church 
sesses in itself, while it is without elders, can he: 
none.of the powers of office, for without the office 
these do not exist ; and the powers which it trans-_ 
fers to elders cannot respect-the duties required of 
itself; for its own proper and Hndiapensitte duties 
are not transferable. | 
The question at issue is te: Whether a seweedh 


is possessed of a power or right to chuse its own _ 


_ pastors ? for that is freely admitted -on all hands ; 
nor is that the power which a church transfers to 
pastors in chusing them, for they had it before 


ivate members. Butit must here beobserved, 


“ that the power which a church possesses of chusing 


its pastors is mot arbitrary and unlimited, but is ey 
_ wnder the restrictions and directions of Christ’s law, 


by. which its choice must be. circumscribed and re- 
_ gulated. .No church has any warrant from Christ, 
morany legitimate power 1 ztself to chuse any to’ 


that office, but such whose qualifications and cha- | 


wTacters answer, in some measure, to those which are | 
icularly specified in his word, as in 1 Tim. iii. — 


Tit. i. 5—-10.; and it may be questioned, on 
_° the other hand, whither a church has a right to | 


withhold its choice. from those who appear to be 
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thus qualified, | since it is only by these visible cha- - 


racters and qualifications that it can possibly know 
‘who are called of God to that office. No church 
can, by virtue of its choice, convey any gifts or fit- 
ness for the pastoral office which the persons did 
_ not previously possess, according tothe measure of 

the gift of Christ, Rom. xii. 6. Eph. iv. 7.; and 
this fitness must appear to the church previous to 
its choice, and as the grounds of it. The pastoral. 
office itself is not the institution of the church, but 
of Christ, Luke xii.14. The qualifications neces- 
sary to it are bestowed by him ; and both these and 
the persons possessing tHem are his gifts to the 
_church, Eph. iv. 12. ‘The peculiar duties and func- 


‘tions of that Office, together with the church’s sub- 


jection ‘to the scriptural exercise of it, are all pre- 


scribed and enjoined in his law ; so that nothing of © 


church power or arbitrary authority can have place 


here, but the authority of Christ alone, to which 


all are bound to be subject. 


The relation between pastors. and flock is ok : 


formed merely by the choice and call of the church, 


but requires also the consent and acceptance of the 


persons called. It is the solemn mutual consent 
and agreement of both parties which constitutes that 
relation, and lays them both under mutual obli 

tions té perform the respective duties of that rela- 


tion according to the law of Christ. The choiceof 


the church of persons fit for the pastoral office, em- 


powers the persons se chosen to take the oversight — 
of it as pastors, while it also engages the church to. 
be subject to their ministrations in the Lord, and to — 


perform all the other duties it owes them as enjoin- 
ed in the word of God. . On. the other hand, t 

“who accept of and undertake that office, are enga- 
ged to perform with faithfulness all the official du- 


tes and functions belonging to it as the servants 
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16 
> Christ, to whom they must give an account, and as 
the ministering servants of the church for Christ's 
ake. Whatever other scriptural solemnities may 
fi used on the occasion, this is the simple amount 
of the whole transaction. But in all this, the church 
does not transfer, or make over, to its pastors any | 
powers which it previously possessed in itself, It 
still retains all the power that ever it had to chuse 
its own pastors, and may still exercise that power 
whenever there is occasion for it. what is this 
power ? It is well described by one who had closely | 
studied the scriptures on that subject. Speaking of 
- what belongs to elders in ordaining men to the pas- 
toral office, he says, ‘“‘ They have no right to sepa- 


rate any man to that office, whom God has not 


called:”. (by which he means qualified). Hislaw 
gives them only the.power of obedience, in separat- 
ing the men who are called by him according to his 
~ word.” And, with respect to the people, he says, — 
** No people have a right to elect any whom God 
has not called, or to reject those whom he calls ;_ 
but they must obey him in receiving and doing all 
_. that he requires of them in his word, towardsthem _ 
_ that. are by him qualified according to the descrip- 
tion given in his law, It cannot be so well shewn 
where the New Testament says, That it is my elec 
tion that makes a man my minister, as where it for- 
- bids me to repect.a minister of Christ, and obliges me 
_ to recetve.a man because he is one, according to the — 
description of a misiister in the Christian law.— The 
_, turning of the part that men have to act, in the 
choice and ordination of ministers, out of the chan- 
___mel of humble obedience to the plain word of God, 
has been the spring of all the confusion and disor- 
_ der that has taken place in the world about the or- 
dination of ministers *.” 


* Glas’s Works, vol. ii, 236, 237, 240. Perth Edit. 
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But, as has been observed, the power of a church 
to chuse its own pastors is not the point in dispute, 


-nor what our brother has in‘view. ‘The whole scope 
" of his letter abundantly explains his meaning to be, 
That a church, previous to its having pastors, pos- 


sesses in ttself all the powers, and is competent to 


exercise all the functions which the word of God 


assigns to pastors, otherwise -it could not by its 
choice transfer these powers to them. Or, in other — 
words, a chureh er Christian society, as such, 


. must possess in itself ¢ cht to perform every part | 


of the pastoral work, ‘before it has pastors, other- _ 
wise it can have no, power or right to set apart any 


—_— number to that office. 


One would think that the bare statement of this 
sentiment is a sufficient refutation of it. It is true, 


none can transfer, or make over to others a right 


to any property, unless that property is in their 


_ possession, and at their own disposal: But it is. 
equally true, that a society, by its right of election, . 


may confer an office on some of its members which | 
it was not itself previously possessed of, and which, 

till that election was made, neither the society at 
large, nor any of ‘its members, had a right to as- 


or exercise. ‘This is a well known principle 


with regard to all offices and official powers which 


are conveyed by a free election. A Christian so-- . 
ciety, though it the right of election toan 


office under the limitations already mentioned, yet 
that is a very different eo from its possessing 


_ the office itself, or being qualified for it, or havin 


a right to exercise the powers and functions whic 
are attached to it, not by the authority of men, 


agin world! societies, but by the authority of 
imself. If the oral office be an ordi- 


Christ hi 
nance or appointment of Christ in his house,—if 
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 qwho.are fit for it the by 
certain. qualifications, . by the official designations — 
given them, and. by the ministerial workand charge 
assigned them; then it is plain toademonstration, 
that neither. the office, nor,the work belonging 
-.. Zt, are vested. in the church at large, but only in 
these who. are. chosen, and set. 
Now af it is true, thao society: ‘of Christiane i is 
"competent, and bound. in.duty,, to,do every thing 
without, elders that it.can do with them, and that_ 
no part of the order, worship, ordinances or goyern- 
ehurch has any on the mi- 
 sransfer.any part of that duty.from itself-to elders ; 
for whatever is its own proper, immediate and 
lispensible duty .cannot, be from itself 
“to.an official aubstitute. or any more ‘than 
personal duties of . br or 
Nor, has apy person of, 
transfer... 


not. mecessary :. ‘This’ consequence 1s evi- 
dent; of ptivate, Christians, who 


qualifica- 
thing without them, or petform every 


g 
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of work assigned elders without these 


= meceasary. “of that »work. And . 
them are the and qualifications of. 
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not only mentions the qualifications necessary to 
that sacred office, and by which alone we can dis- 


- tinguish those who are-called of God: to it ; but it 


also informs us, that such persons were actually 


chosen in distinction from their brethren, and so- 
-.lemnly set, apart and ordained to the pastoral office 


by prayer with fasting, and laying on of hands, Acts 


' xiv. 23. 1 Tim..v. 22. .. Now if this conveys no of- 
ficial authority,-nor an liar function or work, . 
but what all, or any.o the b 
and are bound in duty. to exercise, without either 
_ the qualifications or the office, it must undoubtedly — 
_. follow, that the whole of this solemn proceeding is _. 
not only.a mere unmeaning ceremony, but its very 
_ solemnity must be superstition, if not gross pro- 


fanity 


eer 4, According to this principle, elders: have no 


peculiar work or charge committed to them which 


‘does not equally belong to all the brethren, and 
elders can be under no 


flock; over.the which the 


oly Ghost hath 


rethren, have a right, © 


ial obligationor're- 
sponstbility for the of that work but what 
3s common to all: For if a church is bound in duty 
fo.do every. thing without, or previous to its having 
elders, then it is plain; that. no 
eharge, or responsibility. is. attach 
_ @fiice., But what then shall we make of the solemn 
_- Charge given by Paul to the elders of the Ephe- _ 
- fiiam_-church, and which he enforces by his own ex- _ 

ample, | ** Take heed, therefore,.to yourselves, and 
Made you overseers, to feed the church of God 
Which he hath purchased with his own blood” 
Acts xx. 28. Again, Peter writing to the diffe. 
Bent churches throughout Pontus; Galatia, &c. gives 
Sis charge tothe elders amongthem:‘'Theelders _ 
WhO ate among you I exhort,:.who am alsoanel- 
the flock of God which ‘is amongyou, 


liar work, 
tothe elders .. 
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exercising the oversight, not by constraint, 
willingly ; not for filthy lucre, but of a ready atta « 
neither as being lords over God's heritages, but be-- 
- img ensamples to the flotk. And when the chief 
Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive a crown of 
glory that fadeth not 1 Pet. v. 1—5. These 
passages sufficiently shew, that there is a peculiar- — 
‘work assigned to elders in relation to the flock — 
over which they are set.. Farther; this principle _ 
_ makes the official designations given to eldersin _ 
the scriptures, such as pastors, overseers, leaders, 
guides, or rulers, , stewards, teachers, 
to be words without meanin; or mere empty. 
_ sounds; and surely they can e nothing else, if 
they are not expressive of an ny official power, func- 
tion or work peculiar to elders, and which. the. 
brethren in common have no authority to. assume 
or exercise. 
5. Another consequence of this principte is, that 
frees a church, from arty particular obligation of 
ae duty to their elders as such, or on account of any 
_ Official work which they perform among them: For 
‘if there is no peculiar work or duty due from pas- | 
tors to the flock, there can be no peculiar duty due - 
from the flock to their pastors But in opposition 
to this, let us hear what the Spirit saith unto the - 
churches: Paul, writing to the church of the Thes-— 
salonians, says, ““ And weé beseech you, brethren, 
to know them who labour among you, and are-— 
over you in the Lord, and admonish you; and to 
esteem them very highly in love for their work’s — 
sake, arid be at peace among yourselves,” 1 Thess. 
12,13: And, writing to the Hebrews, he says, 
_ “™ Obey them that have the rule over you, and. 
_ Submit yourselves; for they watch for your souls- 
as they that must give account, that they may do» 
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it with joy and not with grief, for that is unprofit-. 
able for you,” Heb. xii. 17. 
Since we are on this subject, it may be proper 
- to mention another duty which a church owes to 
its elders, and that is. maintenance; for thus the 
churches in Galatia are exhorted, ‘‘ Let him that 
is taught in the word communicate to him that 
teacheth in all good things,” Gal. vi. 6. And Ti- 

mothy is directed to instruct the church at Ephe- 
sus in thisduty.: ** Let the elders that rule weil be’ 
counted worthy of double honour, especially they 
_ who labour in the word and doctrine: For the 
scripture saith, Thou shalt not muzzle the ox > 
that treadeth out the corn; and, The labourer is 
worthy of his reward,” 1 Tim: v.17, 18. As this 
-also is disputed by some, we may observe, that the 


_ word honour here signifies not only respect, but 


maintenance, as is clear from the reasons enforcing 
it, in ver. 18. and from the use of the word in seve- 
ral other places, see Mat. xv. 4—~7. Acts xxvmni. 

It ought also to be noticed, that this duty is not — 
founded merely in the law of charity, which obliges 
Christians to supply the wants of the poor; but it 
is founded in strict justice and .equity, such as the 

right which the labourer has to his reward, in 
which there is a reference to our Lord’s words, 
Luke x. 7.; and the apostle places it on the same 
footing with the right which the priests had to a - 
_ maintenance by the Mosaic law. “ Do ye not. 
_know, that they who minister about holy things 
live of the things of the temple? and they who 
Wait at the altar are partakers with the. altar? 
Even so tue Loarp orparinep, that they who 
_ preach the gospel should live of the gospel,” 1 Cor, 
_ bs. 13, 14. ‘And though Paul. declined taking any 
thing from the Corinthians, for reasons which,he 
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assigns, 2 Cor. xi. yet he maintains: his 


right to it, 1 Cor. ix. 6~—16. and received supply 


_ > from. other churches, 2 Cor. xi. 8, 9. Philip. iv. 


14—19. It is indeed honourable in pastors to de- © 
cline their right to maintenance, if they can do 
without it, Acts xx. 34, 35. but it is very dis- 
honourable in churches to withhold the reward of | 
the labourer if they are able to afford it; and in 


this respect the Corinthians wete inferior to other 
echurches, 2 Cor. xii. 13. | 


Now, as pastors, on the one hand, are set.over 
the flock, -and have a special charge to feed them, 


by ruling, watching over, admonishing, and mini-_ 


stering the word and: ordinances to them, as | | 
that must give account ; and, on the other han 


as the flock are she ‘anid 
them for their work's sake, and to obey, submit 
‘and support them in the discharge of that work, 


nothing can more clearly set forth the distinction 
between the duties :of the pastoral office and those 


_ incumbent on the church at large.. From what has — 
been already said, it is clear to. a demonstration, 


__6. That the principle ynder consideration ren-— 


ders the elders’ office altogether unnecessary ; for : 
if a church possesses all the powers of that office 


in itself; if it can do every thing without it, and 
without the qualifications necessary to it, and is 


bound in duty to do so, it can be of little or no 


consequence whether it has elders or not: In a 


church where all the members are possessed of the - 
_-Bamhe powers, and are under the same obligations — 


to perform every part of the public service, there 


ean be no such thing as any. peculiar or distinct 


office. An office which has no exclusive ga- 
tive, no powers, functions, or duties peculiar to it, 
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distinguishing designations of office, is an abso- 
Another principle assumed in support of 
this scheme is, “‘ ‘That the peculiarity of the pastor's ae 
work does.not consist the kindof employment = 
in which he engages, but-in the degree.” Now, if 
this be the case, then the pastoral office has no pecu-_ 
liar kind of work or charge attached to it; nor 
have pastors any peculiar kind of official authority, — 
wer or rule vested in them for the discharge of 
that office, but what belongs to all the brethren, 

_ who, according to this, must be all, in fact, lead-. 
ers, rulers, pastors, teachers, &c. in kind, though” 
not in the same degree. . The scripture, indeed, 
~never applies these official designations to the 
brethren in general; but why? Is it because, 
though they are engaged in the same kind of work 
with their pastors, they do it not in the same degree? © 

If so, it will be necessary to ascertain what de- 
‘gree of the same kind of work is necessary to con-' 
stitute the peculiarity of the pastor’s office, and 
whether that degree is to’ be measured by the quan- 
tity or quality of his work, or both. To settle 
this with precision will, perhaps, require all Dr. . 
Watt's skill, especially as he denies that there is 

§ any difference in the pastor’s work from that of the . 
brethren as to its nature or kind. — | 

It may happen that some of the brethren may be 
equal to, or perhaps excel their-elders in beng 
for pezforming different parts of their work, who 

. yet, upon’ the whole, would be very unfitforthat 

office in respect of experience, temper or charac- » a 

ter; in which case it would at. 

cult to perceive an liarity in t ers work 

@ as to its degree. ‘Should | a ia re perform differ- 

ent parts of the publi¢ service equally well asan 
elder, there weal be no distinction in the degree 
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24 
their in this case, for equality does not eds 
mit of it; and so the elder cannot be distinguished 
by the degree of his work from that brother, if there 
is nothing else to distinguish him. But should the 


brother in any degree excel the elder in that work, 
then that degree constitutes him the elder, it being 


as according to this rule, the only distinction in 


- which the peculiarity of the elder’s work consists. — 
If it be said, that he cannot be an elder, because 

he is not chosen by the church, and because there 
may be something in his character which unfits: 
him for that‘office; I answer, this is to admit, that 
there are other peculiarities necessary to the office — 
and work of an elder besides its degree, and so con- 


tradicts the principle above laid down. 


If there is any distinction between 

ruled, stewards and households, pastors and flock, 
- teachers and taught, &c: as the word of God abun- 
dantly shews, then there must.of necessity be a 
_ difference in the nature of their relative and re-— 
spective duties answerable to these distinctions. It 
must be the official work of pastors. to rule, lead, 
watch over, feed, and instruct the church commit- 


- . ted to their charge, according to the word of God; 


and, on the other hand, it must be the duty of the 
church to obey and submit to them that are over 
them in the Lord, and to receive and comply with 
their instructions, so far as these are nati to 
the word of God. 

-It is evident, therefore, that the respective duties 
of pastors and flock in relation to each other are 
different in kind: And h the reciprocal duties 
_of brotherly love and mutual edification belong to — 
all the anon a in i and according to 
their ability ; yet they are not teachers or rulers 

by office, nor are they entrusted with the char 
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church of God: But pastors being vested in a pe-— 
culiar sacred office appointed by Christ over the 
-, church, and with the official powers and authority 
which are essentially necessary to the discharge of 
it, they must have a work and sphere of action 
different in kind as well as degree from what is 
common to them with those who-are commanded 
to obey and submit to them in the Lord. And 
those who oppose or resist them in the proper exer- 
cise of their office, resist the authority of Christ 
himself, whose ordinance they aren. | 
‘Dr... Watt, in defending this. principle of his 
ainst Mr. KB. discovers a remarkable talent at 
quibbling and shuffling. -He says, “ The term 
pastor or feeder applied to elders, is no proof that 
none else may preside at the Lord’s supper ;” and 
to this negative assertion he adds another as the 
f of it, viz. “ for it is not chiefly on account of 
presiding at this ordinance that the elder is called 
a pastor,” p. 38. But as there are different parts 
of pastoral feeding, so unless he denies that dispen- 
sing the Supper is any part of it, to what do his 
- assertions amount ? Or why does he use the word 
chiefly in this connection? Our argument does not 
rest upon its being chiefly on account of administer- - 
ing the Supper that the elder is termed a pastor or — 
feeder, nor upon ‘its being the most literal act of 
feeding ; but upon its being included in that feed- 
ing of the flock which belongs to pastors. If, there- 
fore, he would say any thing to the purpose, he 
must deny this; and then he may inform ts what 
right or authority he himself has to administer the 
Supper, more than any private brother in the _ 
_ church? Is it because he officiates in a more per- 
feet degree than any of the rest can? I do not think - 
he can plead this. Why then does he not call on 
~ the brethren to officiate in this ordinance, even as_ 
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: “he calls on ther to pray ? Or why may not any of | | 
the brethren who chuse spontaneously step forward 
and officiate in this, even as they do in tlie duty 


of exhortation? Till he adopt this plan, we can | 
perceive no consistency in any of his arguments on 
this subject ; nor are we obliged to believe that he 
is sincerely and firmly established in the principle 
while his practice contradicts it. 
He says, “‘ That even those things on account of 


_ which the elder is called pastor, are not exclusive | 
- to him,” xc. But if those things which are the 


very reason and ground of his being called a pastor 


are not exclusive to him, how comes the designa- 


tion of pastor to be applied to him exclusively ? © 
‘There are many duties which belong to the mem- 


. bers and. elders of a church in common; but it is_ 


charge 


not on account of these things that elders are called 


pastors, though in such things they ought to be ex- 


' amples to the flock ; but they are called pastors on 
account of what is peculiar to them, such as the © 


qualifications and characters by which they are 
distinguished ; their being chosen and set apart to 


. the-pastoraloffice; their being vested with the offi 
cial powers and authority necessary to the discharge 


of the dufies pertaining to it, and their actual dis- — 
of these duties in ruling, leading, feeding, 
and taking care of the church of God. Because 
private brethren may occasionally teach, admonish, 


.  @xhort,.and comfort one another, and give their 
in public discipline, therefore Dr. Watt ima- 
_ gimes there is no difference between these mutual 
duties of brethren and the work and charge assign- 
«ed toa pastor, except in the degree of employment, — 
» he being more constantly engaged in these things; 


nor-does he seem to admit that a pastor is possess- _ 


_ > ~ @thofany official authority ; for he affects not to under- 
__ Stand-what Mr. B. means by the use of the terms 
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| 
official and. authoritative, though he knows that Paul 
thus exhorts Titus, ** These things speak, exhort, 
and rebuke with atu autuority.” Tit. i. 15. The 


is «fay, which is rather stronger: than 


kena. No office can intlude rule without in- 
cluding some authority in the exercise: of it,- and 
which belongs not to those who are commanded to | 
be subject. 
~But the Doctor confounds the authority of the 
pastor with that of private brethren, by attempting 
to shew that every brother has the-same krnd of .' 


authority with him. He says, “ a private brother 


may state to his brother a command of Christ, and- 
cali him to obey it.. He can refuse Christian. fel-.. 
lowship to incorrigible sinners, or even churches, 
by withdrawing from them,” p. 44. 45. But what 
similarity has this to the official guthority ofa pas- 


tor over the flock ? And what exercise of authori- 


ty is it in a brother to withdraw himself either from 
an individual or a church ? Several have withdrawn — 


ffom us from time.to time; but we never: looked 


upon this as an exercise of authority over us, nor 
do I believe that they themselves. viewed it in that 


light. He supposes, that the majority of a church 
‘may agree, in opposing the pastor’s exercise of. 


power, in some one case, and asks, “ Of what use 


- would his power be ?” I answer,‘of none atvall- to 
the majority ; though he had ever so right a catise, — 
all he can do is to deliver his‘own soul. But he 
- says, “ Every rational man. must agree that the 
probability (viz. of beimg right) was-in favour. of 


majority. ” In a general view the ‘probability 
, but in fact the right may notwithstanding be 


on other side, as it has often been: The ma- 


_ jority of Israel opposed their faithful tegchers, and — 
fell mto idolatry; and if the probability was in . 
_ their inal the Lord of Hosts was against them. 

ce 
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majority in the of Golatis had fallen | 
from the doctrine of grace; yetas they wereina 
dangerous error, the apostle thought it his duty, @- 
as fer as in him lay, to controul those churches, and 
recover them to the faith. The majority is far 
from bein; infallible,-nor is its-voice any test of 
truth ; and this Dr. Watt himself admits, where he — 
supposes private brethren withdrawing from incor- 
rigible churches. Yet, without determining whe- _ 
_ ther the opposition of the majority to their pastors _ 
right or he says, “‘no pastor ought tocon- 
troul a church.” He farther asks;—Whether is 
the judgment of Pes each or of the elders, to be 
followed? Whether do. the elders or the church 
p. 41. Lanswer, that judgment which is 
according to truth ought to ee followed, whether - 
that be the juds tof the church, or of the elders; 
‘and if both of them are wrong, (which is alsoa 
‘supposeable then neither them ought to 
he followed... As to. the other question, “ Whether 
do the elders or, the church rule?” .The word of 
God never assigns what is properly called rule to 
‘any except to office-bearers ; but a church may de- 
ptave their elders of the rule, if they have just cause ; 
and without such cause they. would only, demon- 
strate their own unruliness; for they have no 
_ thority to act arbitrarily in this matter... 
_. « After having argued at large in defence of his 
_ “principle, viz. that the teaching and ruling of pri- 
|. wate brethren are of the same kind with that o a 
ders; or; in other words, that there is no peculiar _ 
‘¥ Kind of function pertaining to the pastoral office, + 
says, “that his (Mr. ‘B’s.) distinctions of teach- 
dng and ruling, &c. into official and non-official, 
"authoritative and non-authoritative, are of a diffe. 
Tent, consideration.” A different consideration ! From - 
what ? From. the point in hand? 
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‘These distinctions are directly in point, and of the: 


same consideration. Mr. B. mentions several things _ 


which distinguish pastors from private brethren, 
and among the rest their office, and the authority 


* ‘with which they are vested for the discharge. of it, 


and which belong to private brethren in no degree, 
otherwise they must in some degree be pastors. 
_ Instead of meeting this directly, Dr. Watt endea- 


vours to evade it; by asserting in general that these Le 


_ things “ are of a ‘different consideration,” without. 
ftating- in‘what respects they are so, or whether he 
views them of any consideration at all.‘ But in- 
deed it is all one to him of what consideration they 
_ are, for he asserts that they are of none in the ad-' 
‘ministration of the Lord’s Supper, p..43. All his 
ents, or rather assertions, on this head a- 
- mount just to this, that there is nothing peculiar to — 
the pastoral office but the mame, and perhaps, a 
of the work which is common to 
them with private brethren. As the necessary con- 
sequence of this and of the foregoing principles,. it 
is 
brethren have a right té 
‘minister the Lord’s Supper to a church of Christ.” 
| —_—e indeed add, “ provided they have no elders, . 
or if their elders are absent.” This would intimate, 


that private brethren have a right from the word — 


of God to administer the Supper, but that the same | 
word forbids them to do so when elders are pre-- 
sent; yet there is not the least hint in the Serip- 
_ tures of any such 7 nor consequently of any 
such restriction 1 . But that the reader may 


forma just view « f the upon this head, it 


will be y to statethe argumentson both sides. . | 
We maintain, that no society of Christians can re- 


_ gularly observe the Lord’s Supper while they have . 
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none among them who, by offiee, i is authorized to | 


administer it to them. This is plain, - 


1. From the example of Christ himself at its first 
- institution, see Mat. xxvi. 26—29. Luke xxii. 19, 
~~ 20. 1 Cor. xi. 28—26. . Here we see that he act- 


ed not merely as the institutor, but also as the ad- 
ministrator of this ordimance: ‘+ He teok bread, 


blessed it, brake it, and gave it to his disciples. 
Then he took the cup, gave thanks, and gave 


it to them.” These actions he accompanied with 
words, explaining the mystery of the bread and 
cup, aml the use they were to make of them; 


“« Take, eat; this is my body which is broken nf 


you ; this do in remembrance of me. ‘This cu 
my blood of the New Testament, which is aa 
for pon drink ye all of it; this do, as oft as ye 


actions and words of Christ as the administrator, 


it, in remembrance of me.” These are the 


_ the actions of the receivers being distinguished from — 


them, and are their taking the bread and cup, and, 
theireating the oneand drinking the other, and doing 
both in remembrance of Christ. Here we see, that 
Christ hath set.an exemple how this ordinance is 
to be dispensed in the ehurches of the saints till he 
come.again ; and it is the only rule or example 
afterwards referred to in all the New Testament ; 
see 1 Cor, xi. 2326. ch. x. 16, 17. It cannot 
be denied that Christ, in administering the supper 


+ to his apostles, acted as the chief Shepherd and 


Bishop of his church; and if it be lawful for any 


to administer this piiieaendil after his example, it | 


must belong only to such as are appointed officially 


to feed the church of God, and not to themembers _ 
jm comnion, or to an private brother who -_ as- 


‘Sume that office forthe time. 
This arguntent is vehemently opposed, and, be 


one of our brethren, in a not consistent 
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_. with charity, or even with that common’ candour 
which we might expect from him. He first mis- 
-~construes our meaning, as if we were ber 


affirming, that elders or at boid_a similar sta- 
tion to Christ in the church, as he is Lord and 
Lawgiver, the institutor and sacrifice in this ordi- 
nance; though he well knows, and every one may 
see, that our argument respects only the ¢dmini- 
stration of it; a service which was not to end with 
Christ's personal ministry, but to continue till he. 
come again ; but as to elders holding’a similar sta-’ 
tion to Christ in this, he knows that we abhor the 
blasphemous thoyght. He seems to think, that 
and. dispensing the Supper are all one 
action, because Christ did both at the same time. 
. ‘But if they are, it must follow, that none can dis- 
pense the ordinance after his example, any more — 
than they can institute it. ‘Though this is a plain 
consequence, yet ] am far from thinking it is his. 
sentiment ; for there is a wide difference between 
instituling and dispensing an ordinance. Christ 
instituted baptism, but he never disperised it 
wardly to any, Jchn iv: 2.. He, as the great Law- 
giver, tnstituted the supper,’ and that once for all, 
so that there can be no farther institution of it, for 
he has delegated his legislative authority to none: — 
He also, at the same time, dispensed it to his disci- — 
ples, in which he acted among them as he that 
-serveth, Luke xxii. 27. but this service which he 
performed must be repeated by others ‘as often’as” 
alterwards come together to break 
- Dr. Watt also attempts to to set aside Christ’ S €X- 
ssnple of dispensing the supper from being any rule 
tous: He says, We never can obtain,. nor dare 
we tmitate the Head of the church ; the Lord Jesus 
_ . (Christ presiding in a church on earth. No pastor 
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may personate the Lord, and say, This is my body 

- broken for yo,” p. 16. Though there is some am- 
biguity and want of proper arrangement in these 

words, yet the concluding sentence explains the 
_ whole’ and it amounts to this, that no pastor can _ 
copy Christ’s example, or imitate him in the service _ 
of dispensing the Supper, without personating him ; 
that is, without assuming Christ's station as head | 
of the church, and counterfeiting his person, and so— 
holding himself forth to the church, instead of 
Christ, as the mystery of the bread and cup in that 
ordinance ! One would have thought that Dr. Watt, 
who steps forward on all occasions, (and indeed — 
without occasion), to display his critical and argu- . 
mentative talents, might, at least, have easily | 
tinguished between a pastor’s dispensing the Sup-_ 
| pers by repeating the words of institution express- 
y as Christ's words, arid his repeating ‘them as his 
own words, and so declaring that it is his own body | 
that is broken for,them. Such a distinction is ob- — 
vious to every one possessed of common sense. He_ 


admits, that. private brother, or even a sister, may 
_ dispense the Supper, by reading or repeating the 


same Avords, and doing the same actions which | 
Christ did on that occasion, without any such— 
shocking imputation; but a ae (whose proper 
charge it is to feed the church of God) cannot, ac-_ 
cording to him, do the same thing without person- — 
ating Christ, and telling the church that it is his 
_own body that is broken for them! I believe that — 
few will think this reasoning merits a serious re- 
futation ; and whether it deserves a greater share 
of pity or con t, I leave to the judgment of the 
‘eandid reader. If Dr. Watt be a pastor, as he — 
calls himself; if, as such, ‘he dispenses the Supper, _ 
reminding the church of our Lord’s words on that 


occasion, and doing the same actions, he acts that. __ 
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“very part which he Aud if he dispenses 
_ it only as a private brother, and is really persuaded 
that any of the brethren has the same right to per- 
form that service, why does he .not allow them to 
do. so when pastors are present? One would be 
apt to saabae from this, that his arguments (if 

_they deserve that name) areas much at variance ~ 

w ith his real conviction as they are with his prac- 

tice. 

He says, ‘ Christ gave this ordinance -to- his 
apostles, and commanded them as his disciples, and 
on the common footing of the-privileges of all his _ 
disciples, Do this in remembrance of me; and he did 
not limit the observance to an organized society,” 
16. Another brother says, the institu- 
tion, we learn who are to observe it,”. viz. dis- 

- ciples ; “ in what manner it is to be administered, | 
and the gracious ends for which it is appointed. | E 
But the institution does not inform us by whom | 
_ @-«. by what order of meu), the Supper is to be- 

dispensed. Jesus dves not say, Dothisinremem- — 4% 
brance of me; but ii must be dispensed by office. 
bearers,” 
. There can be ne pam ‘that this ordinance ee 
given to disciples to be observed by them. A 
things were given to the disciples, and for their ; 
benefit; all ordinances, and all gifts and office- 
bearers, even the most eminent and extraordinary, 
whether Paul; or Apollos, or Cephas, apostles, 

‘prophets, evangelists, pastors, or teachers; all 

_° things are theirs, 1Cor. iii. 21. 22. Eph. iv. 11, 

12. But what is the inference from all this ? Is it 
that dffice-hearers, as such, have no peculiar charge 
to feed the church of God by dispensing public or- 
dinances : or, if they have, that the Lord’s Supper 
is an exception? This would be a strange and un- 


natural But it is said, * Jesus 
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.: True; but neither does he say, It may be ee 
~ ged by private members. Here then the balance 
appears equal; but if we place in one-scale the:ex-_ 
». ample of Christ in dispensing it, with the ministry | 
he hath assigned to. office-bearers, the other ‘scale, 
light as air, will quick up fly, aud kick the beam. 
“To take the commandment,“ Do this in remem. 
_.brance of me,” abstractediy. by itself, and then to- 
argue from what it does not expressly say, is both 
- @m injudicious and unfair method of arguing, and 
- would make. sad work of a great part of the word 
“ of God. .This commandment does not expressly 
gay ig: what manner-the Supper is to be administer-. 
_ ed; whether it belongs toa church, organized or 
eee unorpanized ; whether it must be a church coming 
' Statedly together into one place to eat it, or whether 
it not be observed by. solitary individuals; 
for precepts are often addressed to multitudes which 
Sequire detached individual-obedience. Nor does _ 
the commandment inform us how often the Supper 
_- isto be observed, whether yearly, juarterly, month-- 
ly, or- weekly, nor on what day of the week. Our 
opponents must here confess, that they do not ga- 
.. ther these particulars from the commandment it- 
. “self, but are obliged to have recourse to other | 
- «Sages of Sesigtanes And is it reasonable that they 
-should restrict'us,to -the commandment for proof 


_ that the Supper belongs to an. erganized church, 
and that it ought to be di ‘by office-bearers? 


fOr are.they at liberty to y these things if not’ 

expressly: in the mandatory of the | 
Dr. W att says, that « the commandment of Christ 

= in this instance, without any example but that re- 

| “ferred to in the commandment, is a sufficient 
fale,” p..16. And the brother above referred to 
fom the institution we. in what 
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But if the com- 
mandment refers to Christ’s example as to the 


- manner of administering it, thén it must be an imi- 


table example, and commanded to be imitated by 
those whom he hath appointed to feed the flock of — 


God. ‘Yet the Doctor says, ** We dare not imitate 


the Head of the church, the Lord Jesus presiding 


inva church on earth.” If go, how can he view the 


commandment as referring to that example? and 


if he dares not follow: it in his manner of ‘admini-- 
stering that ordinance, where is his rule for admi- 
it atall? Iamof opinion, thatthe command, 


«This do in remembrance of me,” refers both to the 


dispensing and receiving of that ordinance; and that 


as it refers to the former it is given to office-bearers, 
but as it refers to the latter it is given to them all, 
“drink ye all of it ;” for both these parts were dis- 


tinetly exemplified. 


He farther says, ‘Mr. B that we here» 


~- take many things for granted which we ought to 


prove. ‘This would be a just charge, perhaps, 
we rested solely on such reasoning for our warrant =—— 


for the observance of the Lord’s Supper. But we 


rest on the broad ground of unlimited institution, and 


use these arguments as concordant to the institution, — 

_ and also. in opposition to arbitrary limitations,” 
p. 18. He has.no doubt ameaning of his ownto 

the words unlimited institution ; but’ surely the in- : 


stitution of the Supper is not unlimited, either as_— 
to those whio have a right to dispense or receive it, — 


Or as to its’substance or design. Unlimited institu- 
tion appears to “me absurdity ; for every thing 
- that is instituted must be limited and regulated by 
the law of its institution. If he meansto say, that. — 
- they admit of no’ other limitations than what are 
@apressly stated in the words ofthe institution, this 
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self, who do not limit it to what they calla church, 


and to the first day of the week, though the words | 


do not express this,; and while they extend to pri- 
vate brethren,’ the right of dispensing this ordi- 
nance in certain circumstances, they limit it in 
others, though there is not the least hint of that 
right, nor of the circumstances under which it is to 
be limited, either in the words of institution or any. 
where else. I-cannot suppose that he imagines the 
institution is so unlimited as to leave us at liberty 
to observe it in any manner we please; and there- 
fore, if he means any thing tothe point, it must be 
this, that the dispensing of the Supper in all cir- 


- cumstances, is, by unlimited institution, made the 


equal right of every member, even as the receiving 
of it is. This, apprehend, is the broad ground 
on which he rests his reasoning. But as itis the 
very point in debate, it requires more than his bare 
assertion to determine it; and if his broad ground of 
unlimited institution be itself a wild and unfounded. 
imagination, as it evidently is, what will become of 
all his concordant reasonings which he rests upon 
it? Christ, in administering the Supper, has set a 
in example how those mth are appointed office- 
arers In his church should nisalahet it till he 
come again; and all the contradictory reasonings— 
, that have been urged against this, whether, on the 
one hand, from its being inimitable by any, or, on 
~ the other hand, from its being competent to every 
private brother, are’ altogether unworthy of a 
rious'answer. 
2. The peculiar work, with the corresponding of: 
" ficial designations given to elders, clearly shew, that 
dispensing the public ordinances is assigned to” a 
them, consequently the dispensing of the Lord’s sup- 
hey are commanded to feed Christ’s nt 


> per. 
and xxi. 156—18. feed chure 
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of God, Acts xx. 28.—-to feed the flock of God, 
1 Pet. v..2. The original word potmaznein, ren- 
dered to feed, properly signifies to perform the of. . 
fice of a shepherd. - It imports rule and authority, 
and jis figuratively used to express the exercise of 
_ civil government, 2Sam.v.2. Psal. Ixxviii. 71,72. 
but more frequently the exercise of & religious of- _ 
fice in the church, Jer. iti. 15. ch. xxiii. 4. Hence 
elders or bishops are termed Poimenat, i. ¢. shep- 
herds, pastors, or feeders, Eph. iv. 11. as being 
official feeders of the flock committed to their 
charge; which feeding comprehents all the duties 
of their office, such as watching over, ruling, teach- 
ing, exhorting, comforting, and admonishingthem, — 
and, among other ordinances, administering the | 
Lord’s Supper to them, in the name and after the 
example of Christ the (Archipoimen) Chief Shep- | 
herd, 1 Pet. v.4.. Hence also elders or: bishops 
are termed (orkonomoi ) stewards of God, ‘Tit. i. 7. if 
The word signifies one who is set over a household, 
and hath the charge and care of its affairs conimit- 
- ‘ted to him, and particularly te deal out or dispense. 
the necessary provisions ‘to the family; so our. 
_ ‘Lord explains it, “* Who then is that faithful and 
‘wise (ovkonomos) steward, whom his lord shall 
make ruler“over his household, to give them their 
portion of meat in due season ?”. Luke xii. 42. It 
is therefore evident, that pastors have a péculiar 
_ and appropriate charge and work assigned them, — 
and which pertains to their office; an office involv- 
ing authority, and which none can warrantably as- _ 
sume or exercise till they are scripturally chosen 


"To this it has been answered, ‘ That the bre- . 
thren nourish one another with the words of faith 
good doctrine; which, itis presumed, is the same. _ 
as feeding’; and “that therefore it isnot. the exclu-- 
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| Hi 4 ive work of pastors.” Though it is the duty of | 
| brethren mutually to. exhort and admonish one 
om 8. . another; yet the passage alluded io in 1 Tim. iv. 6. 
SYS ting Of that, but respects the exercise of 
. . ‘Timothy's’ office, ‘as a good minister of Jesus 
| Christ, nourished by the words of the faith and of 
1. the good doctrine, to the knowledge of which he © 
had attained.”. The word feeding is never applied | 
to the mutual instructions and exhortations of - 
brethren, but is a term expressive of, and appro- | 
priated to the exercise of the pastor's office. The 
word of God no where represents the brethren as 
official teachers or pastors, or as set over the flock 
with a charge to feed it; nor is the ministry of the 
word and dispensing of ordinances committed to 
But Dr. 


wee Watt soon gets rid of this argument. 

’ He has. nothing to do but to observe, that the 
_. words pastor, feeding, &c. are metaphors; and to 
_ assert, that the most of our proofs.of the point at | 

§ssue rest.on no sounder basis than strained fi- 

_ gures, verbal criticisms, applied to figurative ex- 
pressions ; and that this is a species of reasoning — 
neither proper nor necessary for plain Christians, — 

- mor within their reach,” p. 26,27. -But this mis- 

fepresentation of our reasoning and proofs is of 

_ small consequence when compared to his treatment 
of the language in which the Holy Spirit saw pro- — 
per to communicate a considerable part of revela-_ 
_dion to men, He says, Strict reasoning requires 

_. Mefimitions ; as definitions reject metaphors, and as 

Ahese expressions (viz. pastor, feeding, &c.) are me- 

_taphorical, we can expéct little conclusive reason- 

them Here he lays it down as his 
of strict reasoning, to reject all scripture meta- . 
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_ phors, as having no certain or determinate sense or 
application; and so finds himself at liberty to set 
aside every argument as inconclusive, which rests 
in any degree on the current sense of a metaphor, 


' though explained and applied by the Holy Spirit 


himself, as are the metaphors he objects to in the 
present case. For instance, the word shepherd or 
pastor literally signifies one whose business is to 
feed or take care of a flock of sheep. Luke ii. 8. ; 
- and though it is often figuratively applied to God 
in respect of his people, Psal. xxiii. 1. Ixxx. 1. ; 
to Christ, Isa. xl. 11. John x. 11, 14, and also to 
_ the elders or bishops of a Christian church ; yetits 
meaning, in such applications, is, at least, as obvi- 
ous and determinate as its literal sense is, and is | 
by far more fully explained by’ the Holy Spirit. 


_ The same observation will apply to the word feed- 


ing, which comprehends every part of the shep- 


_ herd’s work in relation to- the sheep; and this is 


more particularly set forth in the figurative than 
literal use of it, see Psal. xxiii. lxxx. 1. Isai. xl. 11. 
Ezek. xxxiv..11—20.. All the directions given to 
office-bearers respecting the exercise of their mini- 
stry, are just so many literal explanations of the 
manner in which they are tofeed the flock of God, 
see Acts xx. 28—36, with the Epistles to Timothy 


accuse us of straining these figures for maintaining, — 
that dispensing the word and ‘ordinances is part of | 
the pastor’s work in féeding the flock. ‘To affirm 
that “ this ts a species of: reasoning neither proper 
nor necessary for plain Christians, nor within their 
_ reach,” and that strict. reasoning rejects metaphors, — 
- however clearly explained and applied, is to throw _ 
a dishonourable reflection upon the diction of the 
- ‘Holy Spirit, as not calculated’'to make the simple 
wise, and to offer an insult to the understanding — 
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and Titus.. I know not therefore why he should a : 
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of the plainest Christian ; for whiat Christian is so 


‘ignorant (unless confounded by artful sophistry) as 
not to know, that it belongs to the pastors of a ~ 


church to administer: the word and ordinances to 


the flock committed to their charge, and that for 
_ the purpose of their spiritual. nourishment and 


growth in grace? Yet he at the same time main- © 
tains, that it is within the reach of these same plain © 
Christians themselves, to administer the word and 
ordinances to each other, and to interfere with 
every part of the pastor's work, p.21. 


He says, “* ‘The principal idea intended by the 
terms shepherd and feeding, as applied to churches, © 


is that of guidance and leading.—Pastors are guides 
or leaders to a society on their journey through this — 
world heavenward,” p. 21. Feeding, no doubt, im- 
plies guidance or feading, as necessary to it; and we 
may add, it requires seeking out, ruling, watching, — 
and protecting the sheep, as these and other parti- 
culars are detailed in Ezek. xxxiv. 11—25. But on © 
what. atithority does he affirm, that the principal — 
idea imtended by the term feeding, is guidance or 
leading in a journey ?” ‘This sense is not the strict 


-. meaning of the word ; for when leading is simply or 


chiefly intended, it is always expressed in Greek © 


_ by other terms. A shepherd, in feeding his sheep, _ 


does not lead them in’a journey, but to green pas- — 


tures where they may feed, see Psal. xxiii. 2,5. 
Ezek. xxxiv. 14, 15 John x. 3,4,9. Leading. is 


not the principal fea intended, nor indeed the pro- 


_. per sense of the word (wojeww) to feed, at all, — 


though it is connected with and implied in it, even 
as ‘ruling is; for a shepherd, if he would feed his — 
flock in proper pastures, must both lead and rule | 
them. And.as the original term is never used sole-~ 


ty, or even chiefly, to signify leading ; so it occurs 
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where neither leading nor ruling is implied, but _ 
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41 
simply feeding with food, asin Jude ver. 12. Now 
as the word of God is often. compared to food, 
suited both to babes and those of full age; as the 
_Lord’s Supper represents a church feeding on 
_ Christ’s sacrifice ; and as pastors, agreeably to their 
official designation, are enjoined to feed the church | 


of God, being appointed as stewards over his house- 


hold to give them their portion of meat in due sea- © 
~ son, what sober-minded and unprejudiced Christian 
ean desire stronger evidence, thatthe church must 


- be fed by administering to it the word and ordinan- 


ees; and that this is a work and charge-peculiarly | 
assigned to. pastors, as distinguished from those 
whom they are commanded to feed? Is there any 
straining of figures here, or is it a method of reason- 
ing beyond the reach of the plainest Christians? | 
- He says “ To render the argument from the 
_word pastor, and the term feeding of any use, it 
should be shewn, that the expression feed ap- 
_ plies solely or chiefly to presiding at the 
oa pe the argument requires no such thing. 
t is sufficient to shew, that dispensing the Supper, 
according to the pattern which Christ hath given, is 
_ part of that feeding which belongs to those whom he 
' hath appointed as pastors over his church.—He far- 
ther adds, that it must also be shewn, “ that feeding 
is so peculiar to the pastor, that none else may, in 
any degree, interfere with it,” p. 20. But it isenough © 
here to shew, that feeding a church is conneeted 
_ with leading and ruling it, and is assigned only to 
such as sustain a public office, who are scripturally 
ualified, and have been chosen and set apart to. 
that work. To sucli alone is the charge expressly 
given to feed the church of God; and therefore to 


guch it ‘peculiarly belongs, But as he affirms 


‘that this feeding is competent to private brethren, 
_ it belongs to him to shew the scripture authority for 
| 


rd’s Sup- 


> 
i 
4 
- 
> 
A 


: 


it. The duties of mutual edification enjoined ppen f 
_ the brethren in common will not aes this, unless 
he can shew that the pastoral work is committed to — 


them, and that they are under a solemn charge to 
feed the church of God. | 

He thinks that private brethren are hot exclud- 
ed from interfering with the exercise of) the pastor’s 


office. Yet we know that the divine displeasure 


was awfully manifested against all who presumed 


to interfere with the priests’ office under the law, __ 


Numb. xvi. 1 Sam. xiii. 11-15. 2 Chron. xxvi 
16——21. ‘The children of Israel might plead that 
all the Lord’s. people were holy; that many religi- 


eus duties were common to them with Aaron and 


his. sons ; and Saul, on account of the priest’s ab- 


sence, might plead necessity for what he did; but | 


none of these pleas were sustained as suflicient 


to justify their interference with the priest’s of- 


fice. I am aware of all the objections that can 
be brought against the application of this to the 
present case, but consider them as of no weight at 


all: for though the pastors ef Christtan churches 
are neither sacrificing priests, nor types of Christ 
in his priestly office; yet their office is equally of 
_ divine appointment, and the official functions per- _ 
taining to it equally peculiar to them. Willany | 
affirm, that the ministry assigned them is less sa- 
ered, spiritual and important than that which was 
assigned to the ministers of religion under the law ? 
_ or that the character and qualifications necessary 
- to the oe discharge of it are of less conse- 
the 


quence? If these things cannot be affirmed with 
truth, then it-must be equaily presumptuous in pri- 
vate brethren to interfere with what belongs pe- 


-euliarly to the pastoral office, as it was in what be- 
longed to the priestly ; nor does the difference be-— 
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- tween these two offices, as to their nature and end, — 
make any difference in this respect. The, Christian 


royal prvesthood (1 Pet. ii. 9.) have no right to in- 


terfere with what is peculiar to the pastoral office, - 
any more than the Jewish kingdom of priests, 


(Exod. xix. 6.) had to interfere with what was pe- 


culiar to the priestly. 


_ Referring to his Essays, he says, It is no part 
of the controversy in these Essays; whether it be 
proper to call a small society, meeting for worship 


without elders, a'chureh or not.—Though it could 


be proved that such a society. is not a church, it 


cannot be proved that they may not eat the Lord's __ 


Supper.— But this writer,” (viz. the Editor of the 
Christian Advocate,) ‘* takes it for granted, that 
the Lord’s Supper is allowed to be a church ordinance, 


_ which, in arguing with me, is in part begging the 


question *.”. We have, indeed, hitherto under- — 


. stood our opponents as admitting that the Lord’s 
_ Supper is a church ordinance. They have express- _ 


Jy declared this; and, upon any other principle, 


they had no occasion to contend so strenuously, that 
_ the lowest plurality, even two or three; constitute 


a church of Christ: But here Dr. Watt maintains, 


that, as to observing the Lord’s Supper, itisofno 
consequence whether they be a church or not. It . 


is not my intention here to prove that the Lord’s 


Supper is a church-ordinance, that being abundant-_ 


ly proved by other hands, and fally allowed by 


_ many of our opponents; but shall only observe, 


that the multitude of disciples at Jerusalem, at Co- 


- Finth, and at Troas were churches; that these ob- 


served the Lord’s Supper, and are the only instan- 


ees of this recorded in scripture; that they came 
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together into one place to eat it, and are forbiddem | 
to eat it separately, but are commanded to tari X 
one for another, Acts xx. 7. 1 Cor. xi. 20, 21, 33: 


that they may exhibit the joint participation of the 
body of Christ, 1 Cor. x. 16, 17. | 


But Dr. Watt does not limit this ordinance to _ 
any thing that can be called a church: He rests his. | 
warrant for the observance of it on what he calls 
the broad ground of unlimited institution ; sothat, ace 
cording to him, it may be observed by any com- 
pany of Christians, whether it has elders or not; 
whether it consists of many, or only of two or © 
three; nay, whether it can be called a churchor 
not; these are with him mere circumstances of no | 
consideration in this matter; the Lord’s sup 
must be observed at any rate; and totake it for 

ranted that he allows it to be an ordinance pecu- | 
iar to a church, is only begging the question. Boy 


He observes that “‘ the Reviewer,” (viz. the editor | 


of the Christian Advocate) ‘‘urges, that theopposite _ 


sentiment deduced would lead to the-idea, that two 
females meeting together for Christian worship, &c. 


ought to communicate in the ordinance of the Sup. | 
r;” to this the Doctor answers, And why not? - 
Phe Reviewer considered this idea ‘as absurd ; but 


to this he again.answers, Why absurd? p.29.° So | 


that, according to him, no reason can be assigned © 
why two females may not meet by themselves, and — 
communicate in the ordinance of. the Supper ; and 
that there is no absurdity in. maintaining this. — 
But when the Reviewer took notice of this as a 
plain avowal of that sentiment, and a vindication of — 


| | _ the practice, he makes the following reply; 


*“ When it was supposed-absurd to say, that two — 
females meeting together for Christian worship, &c. © 


ought to communicate in the Lord's Supper, I an-- 


swered, And why not? I made in the quotation a 
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blank, or &c. in order to steer'clear of the ques- 
tion, whether such two females are to be called a 
church or not, which I judge very unimportant, But 
with regard to the ord’s Supper, I observe, the 
case is one of my opponent’s making. I have said, 
Essays, p. 6. the discussion of it is necessarily tri- 
fling*.” But though he declines to answer the 
question, as to whether the two supposed females 

are a chureh or not; ‘yet from what follows, itis. 

clearly ‘his sentiment, that, however they may © 
come together, whether statedly, occasionally, or 
»  geeidentally, if they join in any act of worship at 
all, they ought td observe the Lord’s Supper; 
for he again asks, “* Why not? What is there in 
this more than in any other social ordinance, that 
they cannot observe +?” And, according to his sen- 
timents, he might also have asked, What is there. 
in observing it in communion with a church, more 
_ than with two, either males or females, who may 
chuse, or find it niore convenient, to meet by them- 
selves for that purpose ? He could not, consistently 
with the principles he ioe laid down, reasonably 
find fault with such a plan; nor could he urge wp- 
on them that the Supper is a church communion 
ordinance, and that therefore they ought to come 
together into one place with achurch to eat it; for 
+ as to whether they are a church oF not, he judges 

that to be very unimportant. 

- He admits indeed, that the Supper is a social ordi- 
nance, and that an individual observing it could not 
represent the joint communion of believers in the. 
benefits of Christ’s death, p. 4. but then he main- 

' tains that this can be represented in the joint com- 
munion of two. He carefully avoids the scripture 
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| phrase on this héad; for instead of saying, “the [| | 
communion of the body of Christ,”he terms it 

joint communion of believers, p. 4. However trifling - 
this distinction may appear, yet it is not without 


design ; for as he declines answering the question 


an argument on the phrase, the body of Christ. The 
argument is shortly this, a Christian church is com- 
cook to an organized body, such as the human 


ody, therefore it must be an organized body. In 
support of this argument, reference is made to 
Eph. iv. 4—~17. 1Cor. xii. 21—27. where the gifts 
‘which the Lord ascénded on high to bestow, like- 
wise enter into the description of the body of Christ, 
and are necessary,” p. 10. - Here he gives a short | 


but just state of the-ground of Mr. B’s. argument ; 
but such is his inveterate opposition to him that he 


controverts every word of it; and not only repre- 
sents him as ignorant of the meaning of the phrase, 
the body of Christ, bat attempts to set his enplica- 


tion of it to any particular church to ‘ridicule, by 


asking him, **’ Whether an elder be a or an: 


“whether two believers are a church or not, he might — 
think it improper ‘to say, that they could represent 
the communion of the body of Christ in the Supper. — 
Besides, Mr. Braidwood,” he observes, founds 


| 


eye? Whether a deacon be an ear or a foot ?” 
With regard to the phrase, the body of Christ, he 

says, ** It cannot be made appear that it ever is 

applied to a single congregation as a body, but only 


_ @8 consisting of members of the body, viz. the catho- 
church, the whole church of the redeemed:” 
 Whethier by the catholic church or whole church 
_ of the redeemed he means all in heaven and on 
earth whom Christ has redeemed by his blood, or a 


eatholic church consisting of all the redeemed on 


earth, is uncertain. It is but*comparatively a 
_ Small part of the whole church of the redeemed 
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that at any partivalar period. is to be found i in this | 


_ world ; and it isonly to that part of it in successive — 
generations that the gifts and offices mentioned are _ 


needful: But this is never represented as a.church by 


itself; but as forming a part of the general assem- 


bly. and church of the first born, which includes the | 
spirits of just men made perfect, Heb. xii. 23. This 


‘is Christ’s one body, Eph. ‘iv. 4. his church for 


owhich he himself, chap. v. 25—2S8. But then, 


where is church, which at present is invisible — 
to us, represented or made: visible in this world? 
Not surely in any catholic visible church on earth, 
nor in separate individuals; but it is in the church-— 
es of-the saints that Christ’s true catholic church 


represented, and has its visibility upon earth: 


-Each of these churches, if composed of visible be- 
_dievers, and formed upon the apostolic plan as to 
doctrine, worship, order and discipline, is a visible — 
"representation o the whole church of the redeemed - 
in heaven and on earth; and hence it is, that the 
same things are said of it, and the same epithets 

applied to.it. Is the catholic invisible church term- . 

ed God’s temple, building, house, Christ’s body, 

‘spouse, &c. Eph. ii. 21. Heb. x. 21. Col. i. 18. Rev. 
_ .Xxi, 2, 9.? So also is a particular church of visible 
saints, see 2Cor. vi, 16. 1Cor. iii. 9, 16; 17, Eph. 
ii, 22. 1'Tim. 15. 1Cor. xii. 27. 2Cor. xi. 2. 
It was in such a visible church that. the gifts be- 
stowed by Christ for gathering in and edifyin jis 4 
body were found and tried, Acts i, 21—25. 1 
There some of them were stationed 

146 the fas of .God, Acts xiii. 1. chap xiv. 23. 
| Psa ee ‘and from thence others were sent 
and to the grace of. God for . 
more extensive services, Acts. viii. 14, chap. xi. 22. 


chap. xiii. 2, 3, 4,. chap. xiv. 26, 27. To. ‘such a@ 


church were all the ordinances delivered, both as 
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to worship and the highest acts of discipline, Mat. | 
xviii. 17.1 Cor. v. To such a church does the 
-Lord’s Supper belong, 1Cor. xi. 23. and as the _ 
bread and cup represent Christ’s broken body and —— 
shed blood, soa church of visible believers, coming | 
_ statedly together into one place, and jointly partaking 
of that ordimance, is the only visible representation 
on earth of the invisible and spiritual communion of 
the whole church of the redeemed in partaking of 
Christ's sacrifice, 1 Cor. x. 16, 17.*John vi. 583—59. 
Heb. xiii. 10. _ It is true, all the gifts and offices 
which Christ hath bestowed on; men are intended 
for gathering in and edifying that part of his mysti- 
cal body which ison earth, Eph. iv. 12. but they are 
placed and exercised im the visible churches of the 
saints, or sent forth by them. ‘These particular — 
, Churches are the golden candlesticks among which 
Christ walks, holding the stars in his right hand, 
Rev. i, 12, 13, 16, 20. and to them believers are ad- 
ded. Every such church is the body of Christ, i. e. 
the sign or visible representation of Christ’s one bo- _ 
dy the church of the redeemed, and the only,visible _ 
exhibition we havé of it in this world. | 4 
'. But Dr. Watt denies, that the phrase the body of 


Christ, is ever applied to a single congregation cs | 
_ @ body, but only as consistingof members of the body, FF , 
‘wiz. the catholic church: Yet in this ainly 


contradicts the Scripture; for the Apostle, having 

set forth at large the union and communion of the.. 
‘church of Christ with its gifts, under the notion 

4 living human body and its members, 1Cor. xii. 
_ ‘he thus applies it to the church at Corinth, “« Now 
ye are the body of Christ, and members in particu- 
5 » ver, 27.. His argument against this from 
‘the word we in chap. x. 17. is nothing~ to the pur- 

- pose; forthe Apostle is there speaking of what was _ 
Comnion ‘to all the churches, and so includes him- 
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self among them. Dr: Watt affirms, that °**.The - 
Corinthians were the body of Christ in the same 


sense as they were members in particular:” But _ 


this is toexplain the Apostle’s words into nonsense, 

and to make him say, Ye are the body of Christ 
in the same sense as ye are ae parts_of it. He 
next changes and into even, and says, ** The, plain 
‘sense of. the text is, Ye are the body of Christ, 
even members in particular.” But this is so far from — 
being its plain sense, that it is much the same with 


. the former, i. e. no sense at all; and to give it the 
sense he aims at, he should have glossed it thus: 


— Ye, the Corinthian church, are not the body of 


_ Christ, but only a few particular members of it. 


‘He next observes, “ ‘That the language is not, Ye 
are a body of Christ, as Mr. B’s view would seem 
_ to require, but Ye are the body of Christ.” But had 
_ he consulted the original language it would have 
saved him this remark on the English word the, 
for there is nothing answering to it there. It is. 
not to caus, the body, but simply coue, body, with- 
_ out the article, which, according to Locke’s rule, 
should be rendered a body, and though there are - 
- exceptions, there is no occasion for any here, for 
every visible church of Christ is his body in the same 
sense as that at Corinth was. 
Again, he says, ‘* That one body, the organiza- 
_ tion of which is celebrated by Paul, is that to which 
were given the apostles, prophets, evangelists, pas- _ 
tors, and teachers, gifts of healing, &e. These at- 
- tainments, perhaps, never belonged to any particu- 
_ Jar society, but to the church-catholic, which is the __ 
one body,” p. 11. I could have wished that he had 
_ explained what he means by the church-catholic, or 
one body ; whether he includes in it those in hea- 
ven as Well as all those who are yet in their pil- 
‘gtimage state on earth. If he means only the lat- 
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ter, how can they be’ termed a church, or the one 
body abstract from the former? All the professors of 


_ the true religion, or even all real believers existin 
any period in this world, collectively 
_ make but a small part of the one body of Christ. 


But passing this, he says, “ These attainments,” 


wiz. the organization and gifts mentioned, .1 Cor. 
perhaps, never belonged .to any particular 
society.” But in this he is mistaken; for the 


particular society at Corinth had actually all ‘the 
gifts enumerated in yer. 28, 29, 30. and the apo- 


_ stolic gift first, whereby the foundation of it was 
- Jaid, — ii. 6, 10. chap. iv. 15. and by which. 


it was afterwards directed : And there is reason to 
believe, that these extraordinary gifts, which have 


| Jong ago ceased, were in some degree conferred 


upon every church planted by the apostles; but 


_ they were all for the benefit of the one body of 
Christ, for the sake of which the vistble churches | 
a, pointed. But, besides the mi- 
.  raculous gifts which were peculiar to the apostolic 


themselves were 


age, there were ordinary gifts and offices, which 


“were necessary to the organization and edification 


of the churches, which were not to cease; and this 
is that organization which Mr. B. pleads for. He 


farther says, “ But though it were proved, that a _ 
tion were called the body of 


particular con 
Christ in its associated capacity, unless its organi- 


gation is the only reason why it is so designed, the 


argument will not be aided by the phrase.” This 


the 


_ the Lord’s Supper ; and also, that. feeding is so 
_ peculiar to the pastor, that none else may interfere 


tte 


2 


_ seems to be his favourite mode of reasoning. He ~ 
‘has recourse to it inp. 20. where he says, “To 
render the argument from the word pastor and the 
term feeding of any use, it should be shewn, that — 
expression feeding applies solely to presiding at 
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with it.” So here, though heshould be obliged, un- 
wiling to admit that a particular congregation 


is called the body of Christ; yet unless its.organiza- 


tion is the -on/y reason why it is so designed, he 


thinks it will not aid the argument for the organi- 
zation of achurch. How glaringly perverse is this 
reasoning! If a single congregation is called the bo-— 
dy of Christ, as was the church at_Corinth, and if 
it is compared to the natural body of a man, what - 


_ “jdea can he have of such a body, or what in- 


struction can he recéive from the comparison if he 
keep its organization out of view? We are not 
obliged to prove that organization is the only rea- 


gon why it is so designed; it is suflicient for our 


to shew, that the apostle describes the bo- 
dy he has in view by its organization: forheparti- _ 


 cularly mentions the different members as placed in 


the body, . their mutual sympathy and care one for 
another, their various add peculiar gifts and offices, — 
and their unity of design, viz. the god oF thé 

After stating that Mr. B. ascribes two senses to | 
_ the phrase the body of Christ, 1st, The whole church 


of the redeemed. 2d, A visible representation of 


_ this by a company of believers, as compacted and 
_ organized, he, in his usual cavalier style, says, ‘+I 

know not where this second sense originated. I sus- 
pect it was started by Mr. Glas, or some head of a 
sect. It has gained currency; but I cannot find 


that it has any solid foundation in the word of 


God.” p. 14. Here he plainly denies, that a par- 
ticular organized eompany of believers is ever in 
the Word termed the body of Christ, contrary to 
1 Cor. xii. 27. He says, «« That the two senses of 
the phrase in that Word are, Ist, The whole body 


of the redeemed: 2d, Believers, considered as 


members of that body, and as being the materials 
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of which that body is “constituted.” That is, a 
ehurch is termed the body of Christ considered as 
members or materials of that body ! It is certain 
that a particular church is not the whole, body of 
the redeemed, and that all the visible churches on 
earth do not make up the full complement of that 
one ¢hprch of Christ which is still in building, and 
is his body, the fulness of him that filleth all in 
all, Eph. 1. 22, 23. ch. ii. 21. Nor does this one 
body include all the members of. visible churches 
for hypocrites creep in among them under the dis- 
guise of a scriptural profession, some of whom are _ 
discovered in this world, and will all at last be dis- 
owned by Christ. None of these were ever real 
members or materials of the one body, though, while 
they have that appearance to us, they are to be 
esteemed and loved as such. And though it is 
truce that all real-believers are members or mate- — 
_ Yaals of Christ's one body; yet, considered under 
idea, er as parts. thev.can with no nranrietyv 


‘Be called @ body or'the body of Christ. So thatin 


whatever sense a particular visible. church is called 
the body of. Christ, whether from its being a visibie 
représentation of ‘it, or from its own particular | 
union and organization as a body, or from both, 
it must, im ¢hat sense be considered as a whole. 
And what the apostle. calls members in particular — 
are not particular churches, as Dr. Watt affirms, but 
the particular members of a church, which are de-— 
scribed by their different places and offices in the 
bedy, Sich as that of the eye, the ear, the hand, the 
_ foot, &e. from the variety and union of which: re- 
sults the organization ef the whole. Bit the Doc- 
tor, in order to set aside the organization of a par- _ 
 tieular church, as necessary to its observing the © 
Supper, and that he might it to two. 
. or three individuals, who are incapable of being or- 
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: ‘iki’, has denied that it is the body of Christ 
in any other sense than as it is a part of its ma- 


terials, and so has confused and -obscured one of 
the most striking, beautiful and instructive illus- 
trations of the union, communion and order of a 


church of Christ that is to be found in all the 
Word of God. 


He thinks that 6 Mr. B’s mention. of the forbler 
members, has-undone the whole of his argument,” — 


p. 13. Howso? Did any part of his argument, 
not to say the whole, rest upon a denial that there 


_ were any feeble members in the body ‘of Christ ? 
Let the reader consult p. 61 of Mr.’B’s letters, and 


he will find that the feebler members are much ‘to 


B’s purpose. His words are, It is remark- 
able, that the most honourable end useful members 


‘are declared, by the new plan of forming churches, 
to be sometimes unnecessary, while the Lord him- 


self teacheth us that those members which seem to be © 
more feeble, are necessary. Such is the contrast be- 
‘tween his judgment and that of his misguided ser- 


-vants. In any other case, one would be apt to say, 
-If the more feeble, and less honourable, and even 
-the uncomely members of a body, are necessa 
_ much more are the strong, the honourable, and the 
) seemly ; ; and this reasoning would be held nL 
sive.” Now this is what Dr. Watt says has un- 
| "dane the whole of Mr. B’s argument ! 


He affirms, that “although it could be proved 
that every recorded instance of the Lord’s Supper, 
took place in an organized society, it would not 


be sufficient to limit the institution which is gene- 


ral,” p. 18. Ihave formerly taken notice of whathe_. 
calls the broad ground of unlimited institution ;- but 
__ what I have particularly in view here, is what he 
, connects with it in. the following words: ““ But - 


' Mr B: himself grants that the case might be as we 
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owing to the presence: we extraordinary 

a teachers:. Now, he thus ‘virtually adopts a prin- 

| ciple, that what churches might do who had extra- 

teachers in themisnorule tousinthis 
case. This principle. would have saved him 

| 


his pains mm proving, that the churches at Corinth, 
‘Treas, &c. were: organized at all times when they ag 
observed this ordinance. ‘It-would also destroy 
foree:of ,example from the apostolic churches alto- — 
gether, as a guide to.us;. for extraordinary teach- 
ergdescended as far down as the scriptural 
of thé churélies descended.” p. 19. 
It owillte proper here to repeat Mr Bswords: 
~ he says, For my own part, I will not affirm that [| 
sdcieties-of Christians, before they obtained elders, 
atid not-eat the Lerd’s ‘Supper, when apostles and 
othierextraordinary teachers, who had the care of 
‘am6=6ClCtét~C~Ct al the churches, were present with them: But they | 
@ould-not be said to want elders when those pre- 4 - 
siding among them were superior to ordinary pas- | ff 
tors, and having a general charge, feed my lambs, f§ 
jecd my sheep, had power to teach authoritatively, 
‘te: preside and rule wherever they went. 
‘Phis therefore, although had been expressly deelar- 
oed-in the ward of God, would have been the farthest 
thing: imaginable from sanctioning the practice of 
ating. the Lord’s Supper without elders,°* Now, 
is this granting that the-case might be as his o 
ments supposer If he grants that Apcstles, Pro- 
-phets and Evangelists might administer the Sup- 
per, is this' the same as to admit that private bre- 
and even svomen, may administer it? A- 
how does the virtual adoption of this'prin- 
-eiple destroy the force ‘of example from the A- 
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Is it a with Dr. Watt, that 
done by these extraordinary. teachers can be a 
guide or example to ordinary ones? IT “ ex- 
traordinary teachers descended-.as far down as 
the scripture history of. the churches descended;” 
- does.this shew,. that no ordinary teachers. or pas- 
tors. were ordained in the churches during all that 
period, or that it. was essential-to their office to be 
of extraordinary gifts? If so, there can 
be no such thing as any. scriptural: pastors at this 
day, as the extraordinary gifts have long ago ceas- 
ed. Indeed: the Doctor's plan will. suffer very lit- 
tle by the want of them; for the whole drift of 
his Essay is to. shew of how little use they are as to 
the organization, order or government of a church 


_ of Christ, or the administration of his ordinances, 


since-two or three doevery thing. 

Mr. B. considers. Mat.. xviii. 19, 20. as having a 
respect to discipline, as it stands imme-. 
diately. connected with. that subject; and though 
he denies that it has a literal. and”immediate re- 
to.any assembly. that can-justly be- called a. 
church, (for which he has good reason from the- 


_ gaged in private discipline, from the church to. which 
they are to tell the offence-in the last resort;) yet — 
he admits that. the spirit of the passage may apply 
to every lawful assembly: of ‘Christions*, 
. Watt takes. hold of this and says, “ This: conces-. 
sion destroys his argument,;. for if the two or 
_ three enjoy the spirit ofthe passage, 1: e. the pre- 

sence of Christ,.it.is all that..is pleaded for from. 


this text.” But this is not the case; . he knows. 


that from this text it is easareaees that two or three 


@ontext, which distinguishes the two. or three 
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| tee This is*what Mr. B. denies without any concession. 


| as the dy attempts to 
make it by a superfluous fepetition of it.. How- 
ae ‘upon his plan, he has no occasion to contend 
com this passage ‘that 
that the Lord's peculiar to 
any thing thet can be called a church, oF to its éom- 
into'one ‘place or joint icipa- 
Two are with him competent to every 
ot th and as toorder or Organization, that isout 


| who do not go his Jen 
manner, “‘Thovgh the Lord’s 
nance peculiar to church 3. yet as 4 
alled a church before they had elders, or were setin 
Acts xiv. 23. they m ight eat the Lords 
2 Supper in that state.” Po this it anaiy bereplhed, 
i ‘That the original word ecclesia im general 
‘ie @ congregation or assembly of any kind, or a mul- 
i titude of people called out together, 
.. Whether assembling occasionally or statedly ; and 
applied to t at Epbeses, sod 
. Pendered assembly, Acts xix. 32, 41, and also to-a- 
assembly, ver. 39. In this. ‘setse of 
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ples not yt et in of brought into the form of 


a regular organized society; yet it may be ques- 
rer if ever it is so applied in all the New Testa- 


: And as to their observing the Lord's Supper 
while i in that state, it is a mere supposition, and of — 
‘which there 4s not the least hint in all'the Word of 


- God. The term is repeatedly applied to those in 
 jecertain houses, see Rom. xvi. 5.. 1 Cor. xvi. 19. 


Coliv, 15. Philem. ver. 2. If these houses con-— 
_ § tamed the whole of a church which met in any of 
these different cities, and to whom the apostle di- 
Peets his epistles, then they were organized chur- 
thes: But if they con seth of these . 


churches as Sthoneel to‘a christian se or fa- 
then they were not an church by 
themselves, nor could they eat the Lord's Su 


but by coming together with the whole churc for i | 


__ that purpose, and in this respect were organized. 


It cannot be shewn that any 


were more than sufficient to supply their place fill 


7 they obtained them. The apostles, exercised this 


office in the church at Jerusalem from. its begin- 
‘Bing, and Peter and John expressly call them- 


selves elders, and could act as such in all chiirches. 


The disciples at Antioch are not called the church 


til Barnabas and Saul’ assembled themselves with 
them, Acts xi. 25, 26. And. as to the companies 


OF disciples in Derbe, Lystra, Iconuun, .an An- 
tioch, they are not ‘mentioned as, churches. till 


the time when Paul and Barnabas ordained them 
élders.. In Crete, where elders were not as yet. 
ordained, they are not termed churches, but Ti-— 
‘tas was left there to ordain elders in every culy, 
i. the in every city, 


Elders cantiot be-without a church, in which they 
placed; but neither is a. church complete in its. 


disciples 
was called a charch before it had elders” oF as 
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order, or fully fitted to answer its end without 
them. ‘Therefore though, according to the gene- 
_ral sense of ecclesia, there is no impropriety in term- 
ing a company of disciples a ik previous to . 
their -being furnished with office-bearers; yet, in 
the sacred and appropriate use of that term, the 
inspired writers seem to avoid applying it to them 
till they are either set in order, or at the time of 


Dr. Watt seems to have a pretty high opinion 
‘of himself for his tearning and critical skill in the 
languages, not only the Latin, French, and Spa- 
nish, but the Greek, Syriac, and Hebrew ; and this 
account for the supercilious and contemptu- 
ous manner in which he treats Mr. B. who pre- 
tends to no such acquaintance with these languages. 
‘That I have ground for this opinion of him, may 
appear from his frequently taxing Mr. B. with ig- 
norance, mistakes, and inattention; and after hav- — 
ing observed, that the most of- his proofs rest 
on verbal criticisms and figurative expressions, 
_ he adds, “< Observe also, that those brethren who 


have been qualified to judge in matters of verbal _ 


criticism, have been, and are, in general, opposed 

to Mr. Braidwood on this point,” p. 27. He sure- 
ly cannot think that the generality of learnéd men — 
are on his side, and opposed to Mr. B. in this con- 
_troversy; for he knows the contrary. By men 
qualified to judge in verbal criticism, therefore, he 
must mean himself, and two or three more who 
of late years have embraced the same sentiments ; 
though it does not appear that this has arisen from 

their superior skill in solid Biblical learning. 
_ It would be exceedingly vain and silly in any of 
us to vie with Dr. Watt in learning. But while we 
yield him the palm as to that, we think it would be — 
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more to his real honour if he made a less ostenta- 
tious display of it, and of his qualifications for ver- 
- bal criticism, especially as he is not always very cor- 


rect in his learned explanations of scripture words. 

In his Essay on “ the covenant of Jehovah with 
Abraham,” he begins with a learned critical expla- 
nation of the Hebrew derith, and the Greek dzatheke, 
which our translators render covenant, and some- 


times testament. “ Berith,” he says, “literally applies _ 


to cutting, and may express either the same idea as 
intersection, division, and separation, or be equivalent 
to pattern, form, or shape, viz. made by cutting.” 


Now, ‘though I cannot pretend to Dr. Watt's 


knowledge of the Hebrew, yet I can learn from 
7 lexicon, that berith does not signify cutting at all. 
T 


e Hebrew phrase fer making a covenant is carath’ 


_ berith, which signifies to cut a covenant, so that it 


is not berith that signifies to cut, but carath. How 


a Hebrew critic should fall into this glaring mistake 
is not easily accounted for; and it may lead some 
to suspect that he knows little or nothing of the 


Hebrew. As to berith, which we render covenant, 


it is derived from a root which signifies to purify, 
answerable to this it sometimes signifies soap, Jer. li: 


22. Mal. ili. 2. and so the Hebrew phrase carath . 
berith literally signifies to cut a purifier or to cut off 


a purifying victim, alluding to the ancient manner 


of making a covenant upon sacrifice, Gen. xv. 10, © 


18. Exod xxiv. 8. Psal. |. 5. Jer. xxxiv. 18, 19. . 
‘The Greek translation of berith is diatheke, which, 


he says, “ literally applies to what is set between, or 
_ interposed, and expresses nearly the same. literal. 
idea as the words interposal, interposition, or inter. 


course.” But whatever be the etymological sense 


_ of diatheke (of dia and tithemi) the L paid no 


other re to that than as they found it the fit-. 
test word to express the usual sense of the Hebrew 
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 bertth, and to have aimed at any thing else would 
have been pernicious pedantry. He gives many 
_ other senses to the word covenant, as that “it may 
literally refer to commerce, but more likely to com- 
ing. together, or All these, he says, 
_ “ may be viewed as nearly equivalent,” and then © 
gives this mathematical demonstration of it, “for 
the point or line at which objects meet, is the point 
or line of their intersection or division.” So that 
- from this hint we may learn that he has been 
aie hin Euclid. But he has not yet exhausted his — 
catalogue of senses ; for he says, ** The general idea 


which will suit. all these cases, and all the texts in [| 


the term project, of plan of intercourse,” &c.. 
“Now I ask the reader, whether, from all these 
different and even opposite senses, (which, with the 
. Doctor are all one) his mindis in any degree enlight- 
ened as to the nature of “ the covenant of Jehovah 
with Abraham ?” Or whether, on the contrary, they 
have not confused and perplexed him? But the 
Doctor hates the confined use of words ; it does not 
his Tearned and enlarged ideas; and by his 
_ fertile ‘talent at coining a variety of senses, he can 
ret! explain the Word of God into any sense he > 
I shall only farther observe, that he is not very 
scrupulous at using unwarrantable freedoms with 
the Word of God when it serves to display his en- _ 
ig mind, and emancipation from i tram-" 
méis. In his key to the Song of Solomon, he — 
boldly denies that it has any reference to Christ 


which the words occur, may well be expressed r 


and his church *, And in shewing how Paul be- 


came to the Jew as a Jew, hesays, “Heemployed 


Edinburgh Evangelical Mag. Vol. p. 54,59. 
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61 
even their prejudices, for the purpose of leading | 
- them to Christ.” A most eminent ‘illustration of 
this” he says, ‘‘is given in the epistle to the. He- 
brews ; and what in that epistle appears most strik- 
ing, Is his application of the Levitical service and 
Aaronical priesthood to his purpose+.” If this. 
principle is admitted, it will not be easy to deter- 

_ mune when the apostle, in that epistle, is writing 
according to the truth of things, ar, only accord- 
ing to Jewish prejudices, 

am sorry to have had occasion for these Stric- 

, tures which might be greatly enlarged: It is a 
task very disagreeable to me, and especially to be 
laid under the necessity of publishing them: But — 

- as Dr. Watt has violated every rule of christian _ 
discipline and brotherly love; by a most uncandid 
appeal to the public, and also by dispersing printed 
letters among the churches in the connection, con- 
taining perverse things, with a view to foment di- 
visions, and draw away disciples after him; in 
these circumstances, I had no choice left, but to 
meet him in the same public manner in which he © 
has made the attack. I have little expectation 
that any thing I have said, or can say, however 
clearly supported by the Word of God, will make 
any impression upon him, though the Lord is able _ ) 
to change his mind, and to convince him of the | 
guilt of his present conduct, which is producing 
such desolating effects among the churches: But 
if the foregoing pages should be blest for establish- 
ing those who are wavering, or-for recovering any : 
of our beloved brethren who have beeniled aside = | 
by his sophistry, my end:is gained, andforthisI 
earnestly pray, 
"The following letter which I have received from 

_ Mr Braidwood, is here added as a proper. conclu- 
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_ AUTHOR OF THE PRECEDING STRICTURES. 


a ‘ 


‘My Dean Bacriza, | 

H Yow have given satisfactory teplies to almost every 

4 thing worth notice in the late publications of Dr. _ 

ce Watt, relative to the administration of the Lord’s 

| _ Supper, the nature of the pastoral office, and other J, 


subjects. But, as I am the 

_ that 1 should be altogether silent, though 
4y gratifying to me that the truths in 
which 1 have been engaged have obtained a more 

-@xperteficed advocate, and one better qualified to 
expose lame criticism, and fallacious reasoning, 
The hints which I am now to give may be consi- 
dered.as some of the reasons why I cannot hope, 
by corresponding with Dr. Watt, to make any im- 
pression upon his mind. I have therefore prefer- 
red addressing you in this public manner, on sub- 

_ Sects already before the world more extensively 
| The spirit of self-sufficiency, and contempt of his 
>: which pervades the writings of Dr. 

att, cannot fail to be perceived by every atten- 
tive 'reader. Yet his urifriendl state of mind to- 
Wards nie is displayed in ‘no Higher degree than. 
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ally concerned, t 


on 
offence might be easily settled. 


am no adept in ctitieal disquidition: haveno 
desire of being accounted such; and it would be a — 


great advantage to Dr. Watt, if, notwithstanding 
his superior learning, which is not profound, 
he had lower pretensions in that respect. I have 


_ hitherto thought, however, that I was not desti- — 


tute of common sense,—an opinion totally incon- 


sistent with the imputation of not being able, in 
_Many instances, to discerm the meaning of the most — 


obvious expressions. Or, if I really have so fre- 


quently misunderstood my opponents, and yet have’ 
common sense, it must be owing to wilful blind- - 


Phat the object which Dr. Watt has in view, 


in frequently palming mistakes upon me, is some- 


thing else than to enlighten my ‘understanding, 


which would have been a friendly office, sufficient-_ : 


ly appears throughout his first and second Essays. 


He seems willing to convince his readers that T ' 
“am of receiving instruction, when he sup-— 
ses. t 


I need to be taught the “ difference’ 
tween one and two, both with regard to words 


and things*.” Perhaps, if I thought that any 


body would take his word for this, and many simi- 


lar things, or even that he himself believes them; — 


know I do. 


all this ianothing, in comparison of the-fear- 
_ hess way in which he has handled the Word of God, — 


and the disorder, and schism, and light estimation 
of some divine ordinances, which he has introdu- 


ced among the churches. His scheme is-rujnous, 


and much of the reasoning by which he endeavours 
to support it is mere quibbling. When my ar- 


* Essays, p. 6. 
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complai 
ashes, when 1 perceive an the 
_ ‘'Werd of God by us and delusive reasoning; 
a bold contradiction. of the:whole ‘of ‘its doc- 
_ itrine in relation to churches *; an assertion that a 
_ \ fair-explanation of one of its true sayings originated 
some head of sect + ;-ludicrous allusions to the 
members of the human body and its organization, — 
by which an inspired Apostle describes a visible 
body of Christ {; &e. &c. 1 need* not enlarge on” 
these and: many otherproofs of the little regard 
Seri ; because you have noted them withso 
nm gone and force of evidence, as'to ren- _ 
, der him inexctisable, if he continue to treat divine 
gabjects with the same irreverence as he has hi- 
therto’ done. This, ‘moreover, cannét fail ulti- 
‘mately to prejudice’ cause, in the estimation 


g just argument: by denying established 
and without any just grounds, 
te convince his readers that I have misunderstood 
@pponents: 
Mr. Ballantine uses the“word power, as applied to 
ordinances; and alleges that “ ry ar- 
do not tend'to refute a quotation from Mr. 
Treatise, Hut are directed against cer- 
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that those obnoxious views liave no place in his orem 
mind {, He represents Mr. Ballantine as not affirm- 
ing that a brother, before his appointment to the 
pastoral office, had a“ right or title” to administer 

ordinances, and. particularly the: Lord’s. Supper, 

which is the point in dispute; but, only, that he 

previously to his ordination, suitable, gifts and 

_ qualifications for being so employed, and “that ap- a 
pointment. by a Presbytery does not confer those i 
| 


,—-a sentiment which no man. ever yet.dispu- 
ted. Is it possible to doubt that ordination does. 
not render.a.man ** blameless, the husband-of one 
wife, apt to teach, &c,” who: did. not previously . 
possess those characters? Yet the Doctor would : 
exert all his powers. of reasoning to prove self- 
evident truth which no person attempts. to deny;. . 
nay, he would falsify own. principles, rather 
than want the satisfaction. of depreciating, 
conceive, the unenviable pleasure. of aff 
Were to look 4 
mont smesndid. reasoning, should feel, myself 


ntine of maintaining that bre- 
thren:who are. not eldershave-a, right Lo adimini+ 
the Lord’s Supper, and that inthis respector- 
dination confers nothing. But .Dr. Watt knows _ 
well that*there is:no mistake here. Let himthere. 
fore consider whether,.in. this and. similar. pace 
has. written that which-he can honestly say 
“the truth in histheart.”: 
it fair, when it suits his purpose, to throw atem-- 
vail over his Own sentiments, and to dress. 
opponent's argument ima.fool’s by: 
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for the sake of obtaining an trie 

umph. Such arts are, in my apprehension, mean 

_ and dishonourable. They, are dictated by fleshly 

wisdom, and inconsistent with simplicity and godly 

sincerity. 

If’ Dr. Watt really do consider presiding at the 

Lord's Supper as none of the righis or privileges 
of a private brother, whatever qualifications he may 

IPhet pr what is the design of all his reasoning ? 

rivate brethren have the right in question, 

1s very for he most con- 


tends, and it is y affirmed in 


sentiments Mr Ballantine. 
_ Neither the imposition of hands, nor appoint- 
ment presbytery, confers on the person 
pointed either a power to do something he could 
do before, or an indelible c er or office. 
‘ Lhe appointment.confers no power of administer- 
«i pcr as it is called, nor adds any gift. 
_ ere was not an ordinance of God but he could 
iF have presided at, or did preside at, wefote, as well 
as alter‘his appointment*.”. 
. ‘The author here distinguishes between the 
of administering ordinances, and the gifts necessary 
for that purpose,. and expressly denies that either 
the oneor the other is conferred by ordination ; while 
hevaffirms that a brother, before his appointment 
tothe: Elder's office, is at full preside at 
every ordinance, or that he actually did so 4 
and that he’can do nothing after his appointment 
which he could not have (lawfully?) done before it. 
I have therefore understeod the words above quot- 
ed im theonly sense. in which they can be fairly 
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which the author iatended. But why should there 
be a doubt in relation to this? Has’ Dr. Watt or 
Mr. Ballantine denied to any brother the right of - 


administering the Lord’s Supper? Has not the | 


_ former, on the contrary, given this right, in cer- 
tain circumstances, to every female believer *? What — 
occasion then was there to say any thing about 
gifts qualifying some to perform that which is sup- 
posed common to all, not excepting even—tnx FE- 
MALE sex? Does it serve any purpose, beside that © 
of shewing that there is nothing which may not 
be made a subject of delusive reasoning; no truth, 
_ however clear, which may not be darkened by — 
‘the arts of sophistry ? In no case whatever can 
those arts be so criminally exercised, as in contro- 
versies relative to any yon of the faith, or obe- 
dience of the Gospel. oe 
_. Mr, Ballantine indeed, in the concluding part of 
the paragraph, distin guishes between power found 
ed on gifts and qualldications,{ and the exercise of 
that power by the appointment of the church. | To 
this 1 have afterwards referred ; and if Mr Ballan- 
tine has maintained. opposite things » he alone sure- 
ly is to blame. His. opponent meth be. at liberty 
to state as his sentiment whatever he himself has 
- thou ght proper to avow, if he even had affirmed in 
sie terms, as his words imply, that all the bre- 
_thren are entitled, and that all:the brethren are not 
entitled, to preside at the ordinance of the Lord’s 
Supper. That the former of thes is his 


Essays, 29, and Magen dated April 18 10, 


FI am sorry that the Editor of pr ‘Scripture Maganine 
without censure the and others of a 
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Watt less obnoxious pri 


gdepting animadversions.so 


) | 68. | 
“It is not chiefly for the sake of justifying my 


own probity or accuracy, that I have dwelt so long 


on Mr. Ballantine’s disputed paragraph. I was 


afraid that the truth of God might suffer by a mis-. 


re ntation of arguments.used in defence of it, 


otherwise it is not probable that I should thus. 


have attempted to deprive Dr. Watt of the satis- 


faction which he has enjoyed from a:supposed vic-- 


tory. Efany of the other mistakes which he im- 
putes. to-me have escay 
and in this fetter, our readers may judge of them 


from the result in those cases where the Doctor's 


criticisms. have been examined and refuted. And: 


let them also-remember that, although I should be 


convicted of some palpable mistakes. and inaccura- 


cies, or of weakness in handling a powerful argu- 


ment, to all wliich.I confess.myself liable, yet from 


these imperfections they are not warrantéd to con- 
clude-that the cause which I have espoused is not 


the cause of God. But I to make any ac-_ 
upon this liead, it’ would: be, that 
to Dr... - 


knowledgment 
my chief mistake has been that of imputing 
neiples than those which 
avowed: In my letiers,. 


he has. haw unequivocally 
I did not positive 


they be churc 


hd 


"ike ‘nitude; ‘his nunibere dated April and May 1810, has- 
iven his sanction tothe unjust and captious reasoning of Dr — 


att. this Editor intendto,.pramote his own cause, by 
ully contradictory and un- . 
fair ? To grasp at such‘visionary and discordant aid, would fur- 
Bish a ‘strong and valid presumption against any cause; fer. 
TRUTH its always, and error hever is, consistent. I have, not- 
withstanding, so much confidence in his.impartiality, that I am 
he will give. his readers a summary of the reply to 


_ De. Watt, contained in the Strictures, and in this Letter, so far 
at least as he has already given them the Doctor’s..sentiments, 


either from his Essays, or hismanuscripts.. — 


escaped notice, in your strietures, 


‘him. with 4 
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- ings equally demand that he should go one step 
farther, and obliterate, if he can, in the minds of 
christians, every idea of church communion, by 
persuading them that each, in his or her individual 
capacity, must obey the commandment of Christ, 


Do this in remembrance of me.” * 


_. Dr. Watt brings against me worse accusations 
than errors in judgment, of whith it may be pro- 
per to give a specimen, He blames me, p. 8, for 
discrediting the accuracy of the sacred writers, 
Dy distinguishing an unorganized Christian assem- 

bly from ‘a church properly so called.” although — 
he knows,that I have exclusively in view the ge- 
neral and the appropriate use of the term church 
or congregation, and‘ he cannot be ignorant that, 
in the.sacred scriptures, words are used in a 
sense more or less conformable to their original, 
strict, and literal signification, or that in which 
they are. generally understood.—Will the Doctor _ 
affirm that a mob, and a-court of ‘justice at Ephesus, _ 
were churches properly so talled ? -Acts xix. 32, 39, 
Al.+ Was: a christian family at Rome called a 
church, iu the same sensein which “ all that were 
in Rome beloved of God” might be so named ? 
The church to which the epistle is addressed can- 


69 | 
ef Christ or not, may partake of the Lord’s Sup 
per, nor that two female believers may lawlully at- 
tend to that ordinance. He might easily forgive : 

this wrong. Nor do TI yet accuse him of mak- 
ng the Lord’s Supper the privilege of one solitary | 
believer ; though, in point of fact, he geis as near | 

this as he possibly can; and, in point of what 
he calls argument,. he has actually arrived at | | | 
it. To avoid inconsistency, he has reluctantly: de- | 

“scended as low as two, while some of his reason-_. 
| 
| * See Strictures, p. $98--36. Thjd. 56, 57~ 
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it ima great measure to my dullness and misap-— 


| tated the minds of rational men. Dr. Watt tee 


formerly 
_ 8, against him and others, who had attempted in 


not-be intended ; for how could the apostle require 
a church to greet itself? Rom. xvi. 3. 5. Hadj 
this accusation proceeded from mistake, or from . 
my opponent's excess of serupulosity in such mat- 
ters, ignorance and weakness would have demand- | 
ed compassion, rather than censure. But there | 
exists no such alleviation im the present case. He 
has accused me, while his own conscience, if he 
was at the time capable of nefiection, must have 
told .him that I was not guilty. 

He has given no genuine proof of a conciliatory 
disposition, but the very opposite. Yet he recom- 
mends forbearance, and professes to lessen the dif- 
ference with respect to several points, by imputing 


prehension of his real sentiments. I shall only re- 
mark upon this attempt to confound the most op- — 
posite things, that; were there nothing but mis , 
takes between us, or only -such a difference as 
might conscientiously be forborne, this would be © 
the most extraordinary controversy that ever agi- 


self would be ashamed of %. 
| He charges his opponents with all the vile eon- 
upon this unhappy difference, p. 2, 26; — 
and he has elsewhere affirmed, that ‘in our pre- 
gent controversy, he has been from the beginning 
a defendant, not an assailant.” Here again there 
is an rance of wilful misrepresentation, un- 
less we shall charitably impute all this to an extra-. 
ordinary degree-of self-deception. Was he not an 
assailant when he published a paper subscribed a 
Pastor? What were my Letters but a defence of the 
approved order of New Testament church- 


every possible way to demolish that order? ‘There is 
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brethren int 


a. 
ed in 1808 And i in the title page anil introductory 


hints. Perhaps he may emp oy. some ingenious — | 
‘reasoning’ to cohtrovert or to weaken this fact, — 


though there is another equally conclusive against 


‘tae namely, that we-and those who agree with 


us were going on peaceably, according to our ori- 


ginal professien, and have been assatled by an oppo- 


site party, using their utmost endeavours to intro- 
duce a new plan of Lords Sup- 
per, &c. 

Had we published our sentiments on first hear- 
ing that they were controverted, this would have 


been justifiable self-defence ; and it surely was not 


more of the nature of an attack, we delay- 
ed till much was published on the other side. I 


_ doubt if any one except Dr. Watt has RO 
enough to affirm that we are the assazlants ; 


can the unhappy division which has taken place Sia 
some churches be fairly imputed to us, whose prin- 


ciples and practice respecting the matter of contro- 


_ versy have undergone no changé, and till of late, 
hhave been almost universally approved by the dis- 


ciples of Christ, however much they have been, as 


they are now, by other of dif- 
ference... 


Is not every church at liberty, nay, bound. in com- | 


_ seience,. to hold fast their profession, till they shall 


be convinced by the express authority of the Word 
of God that they have erred in doctrine, or im prac- 


_ tice? And why should ‘they be perpetually agita- 
and ‘distressed by those who | to innovate, 
never seem to be'at rest, but always 


alter new discoveries? 
‘This controversy ‘was made public by. Dr. ‘Watt, 


blished at Live which is read by many of 


His and violent 


nents three el in a periodical work pu- 
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attack of our principles, along with other Essays 
of the same description, made a reply on our part 


absolutely necessary, unless we had tamely suffered 


_ the enemies of order to inculcate a spirit of disunion — 


and anarchy on all the churches in our connec- | 
tion, without warning them of their danger, and re- 
minding them that ** God is not the author of con- 
fusion, but of , as in all the churches of the 
saints.” Lamentable as the devastation is which has 


- come upon several of the Baptist churches, I should 


have still more deeply regretted this, had not some 
n timeously come forward, and attempted to 


_ stem the mighty torrent. This and other warnings 
having been given long before any actual breach 
took place among us, if any shall continue to dis- 


them, we have delivered our own souls. 

May God, of his infinite mercy, prevent the far-_ 

ther ‘progress of this evil. 
The present danger of apostacy fromthe Christian _ 


faith, I am sure, is greater than many of our bre- 


thren perceive it to be. When they begin to have 


_ slighter views of the solemnity and importance of 


divine ordinances,—-when they are not scrupulously 
careful to keep these as they were delivered by the 
inspired. Apostles,—when they make light of precept 
and example in relation to positive institutions, for 


which Christians ought never to plead any thing 


but the express authority of God—when they reason 


- artfully and insincerely against the plain meaning 


of the Word of God, and the and spirit of its 
_ doctrine with t to churches,—when they treat 
_ with ridicule and contempt those of their brethren 


who plead for strict adherence to the rule of God's 
‘Word,—and when they make ludicrous allusions to 
Scripture texts, or caress and encourage those who 


| i indulge themselves in such ungodly practices *,—is 


* It is deemed » in this letter, to give full proof 


unnecessary 
_ @f all the above accusations, because that has been done already _ 
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there no ground to » fear that some may proceed yet 
farther, and employ the same, lawless reasoning a- 


gainst the precious doctrine of the gospel, and 


_ whatever is most essential to true Christianity ? It 


_may be, that God who searcheth all hearts is per- 
mitting divisions in his churches, for the purpose- 
of trying them that are his, and separating the- 


chaff from the wheat, that “many may be purified, 
and made white, aud tried,” while “ the wicked 


shall do wickedly.”. Let us therefore; one and all 

of us, “ consider our ways, and humble ourselves. 

- under the mighty hand of God, that he may exalt us. 

In due time.” 

Earnestly praying g that ue who holdeth the stars: 
and walketh in the midst of the 


in his right han 
golden condicakiolea may bless your endeavours 


to recal the attention of his straying sheep to some 
of the traditions delivered by the Apostles to the 
churches, I am, with much itoten and affection, 


My dear brother, 


‘Yours 1 in our common press 


Braiwwoon. 


‘Tth May, 1810. 


in the Strictures, to whith I rebec the ani attentive 


7 reader ; assuring him that I shall rejoice if the persons concern- 


- 
{ 


ed be able to exculpate themselves, and if the event shall ‘Prove 


that fears were 


END. 
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